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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 
INTEGRATION OF SERVICES - ELECTRICITY DEPARTMENT - REVISION OF RANE OF 

C. ROZHY, JUNIOR ENGINEER - ORDERS 


PUBLIC ( SPECIAL C ) DEPARTMENT 
G. O. ( P ) 206 /74 /PD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 28th August 1974 . 
Read:-(1) G. O. ( P ) 276/Public dated 4-7-1966 . 
(2 ) Letter No. 13 /3 /72- SR (S ) dated 22-5-1974 from Government of India . 

ORDER 
The provisions contemplated in Order No. S2-20760 /49/CS dated 2-2-1952 of the erstwhile 
Travancore-Cochin Government that date of earliest effective advice by the Public Service Commission 
was the criterian for fixing relative seniority in the grade or category of a post, was inadvertantly over 
looked while preparing the branch seniority list of Junior Engineers of the Electricity Department for 
finalising the combined gradation list of that Depariment as on 1-11-1956 . The rank of Shri C. Kozhy , 
was therefore errone susly fixed above Sarvashri M K. Krishnan Namboodiri and M Chandrasekhara 
Menon among Junior Engineers , although the later two persons were advised by the Public Service 
Commission on 20-10-1954 , whereas Shri Kozhi was promotei as Junior Engineer with effet frog 8 11-1954 
only . Therefore as per the above provisions theu inforce in former Travancore- Cochin Stato Sbr Kozhy 
is to be ranked below Sarvashri Namboodiri and Menon . 

2. As per the directions from the Government of India the entire case has been refeld State 
Advisory Committee after giving opportunity to the affected partv i. e . Shri Kozhy. The comment of 


India in consultation with the State Advisory Committee have decided in their letter read Ås second 
paper above to refix the rank of Shri Kozhy below Sarvashri Namboodiri and Menon . The State Govern 
ment have accepted the decision of ihe Government of India and they issue the foilowing amendment to the 
final integrated Gradation list of Electricity Department as on 1-11-1956 published with the G , O. read 
as first paper above. 

3. The name and other par iculars of Shri C. Kozhy Occurring against item 116 among Junior Engi 
neers on page 14 of the printed copy of the final integrated gradation list of the Electricity Department 
as on 1-11-1956 published with the G. O cited above will be deleted and his name shown as item 118 in 
the same category on page 14 of the list between the nan es of SarvashriM. Chandrasekhara Menon and 
J.Hariharaputhra Sama with the particulars shown in the appendix . The serial Nos. 117 & 118 now 
noted on page 14 ofthe list will be renumbered as 116 and 117. The assigned dates noted in column 
(9) against Sarvashri N. K. Krishnan Namboodiri (Now Sl. No. 116 ) and M. Chandrasekhara Menon 
(new Sl. No. 117) will be corrected as 25-11-1954 and 30-11-1954 respectively and the assigned date in 
column 9 of Sl. No. 118 Shri C. Kozhy will be 1-12-1954 . 

By order of the Governor, 

K. B. WARRIER , 

Special Secretary 
Appendix 
COMBINED GRADATION LIST OF JUNIOR ENGINEERS OF ELECTRICITY DEPAR I MENT 
Qualification 

Date of Date of 
Si. Name 

Date of commence- appoint- Date of Assigned Remarks 
No. General Special birth ment of 

confir 

date 
continuous the mation 
service 

present 

Post 
(equated 

category) 
118 C. Kozhy E. S. L. C. Diploma & 27-2-1106 18-3-1953 25-11-1954 1-12-1954 

A and B of 
AMIE . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 
GRANTS — KERALA SPORTS COUNCIL - RULES REGULATING 
PAYMENT OF ANNUAL GRANT — AMENDMENTS— ISSUED 

PUBLIC ( SERVICES F ) DEPARTMENT 
G. . (MS) No. 210 /74/PD . Dated , Trivandrum , 4th September 1974 . 
Read:-1. G. O. ( P ) 486 / PD dated 21-9-1964 . 

2. G. O. ( P ) 738 /PD dated 22-12-1965. 
3. Letter No. 1949 /73-74 /KSC dated 27-2-1974 from the Kerala 
Sports Council. : 

ORDER 
The following amendments are issued to the Rules for the payment of 
annual grant to the Kerala Sports Council issued in the G. O.read as first 
and second paper above. 

The first sentence appearing in Rule 2 will be substituted as follows: 

" The annual grant will be payable in two instalments. An amount 
equal to 50 % ofthe amount approved as grant for the previous year will be 
paid to the Kerala Sports Council during the month of April every year and 
the balance amount of grant will be paid after the Budget Estimates of the 
Kerala Sports Council for the year are approved and release of the grant is 
sanctioned by Government" . 

By order of the Governor. 

C. T. JOSEPH , 
Deputy Secretary . 


To 


The Secretary, Kerala Sports Council , Trivandrum . 
The Examiner of Local Fund Accounts, Trivandrum . 
The Accountant General, Kerala. ( This orders issues with the 

concurrence of the Finance Department). 
The Finance Department. (Vide U. o . No. 28660/ Exp . B2/74 /Fin . 

dated - 8-7-1974) . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Industries (B ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


the 


No 17972/B3 /74 / ID . 

Dated , Trioandam , 19th September 1974 . 
In cxercise of the powers conferred by section 3 of the Essential 
Comm dities Act, 1955 Central Act No. 10 of 1955 ) read with 
Government of India , Ministry of Commerce, Notification No. S. O. 1844 
dated 18-6-1966, published in the Gazette of India Extraordinary dated 
18th June , 1966, the Government of Kerala hereby make the following 
amendments to the Kerala Cement Distribution (Licensing and Regulation ) 
Order , 1974 published in the Kerala Gazette Extraordinary No. 292 dated 
16th March 1974 , namely: 


AVENDMENT 


In the said Order , 

(1) in the proviso to clause 3, for the figures " clause 20 " , the 
figures clause 19" shall be substituted . 

(2 ) in sub -clause ( 1) (a ) of clause 14, in the third line between the 
words " any " and " stockist ” the words " person or ” shall be inserted . 


By order of the Governor, 

K. NARAYANAN , 
Special Secretary 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (B ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


No. G. O. Rt. 824 /74 /LBR . Datod, Trivandrum , 22nd August 1974 . 

In exercise of the powers conferred by section 112 read with sub-section 
(2 ) of section 66 of the factories Act, 1918 ( Central Act 63 of 1948 ), the 
Government of Kerala hereby make the following rule in the place of rule 
III of the Kerala Fac ories Rules, 1957 which has ceascd to be in force by 
efflux of time as provided in Sub -section (3) of the said section 66 the sa:ne 
having been previously published as required by Section 115 of the said Act. 

AMENDMENT 
[ Rule prescribed under section 66 ( 2) ] 
III. Exemption to women working in fish curing and fish canning or fish freezing 
factories : 

All women working in fish curing and fish canning or fish freezing 
factories shall be exempted from the provisions of sub Section (1) of Section 
66, subject to the following conditions: 

(1) No women shall be employed before 6 a . m . or fier 7 p . m . for 
more than three days in any one week . The number of days on which a 
woman may be so employed shall not exceed ninety in a year . 

(2) Women may be employed after 4 p. m . only if the occupier of the 
factory provides free transport facilities to the women workers to return to 
their homes after night work , and 

(3) A period of uninterrupted rest of at least nine hours shall intervene 
between the ce- sation of period of work after 7 p . m . on any day and the 
beginning of a fresh period of work on the following day . 

By order of the Governor, 
U. MAHABALA RAO , 

Secretary . 
Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification but is intended to indicate 
general purport.) 

This notification is intended to exempt the women employed in fish 
curing or fish canning factories from the General provision of the Factories 
Act that no women shall be employed in any factory except between the 
hours of 6 a . m .and 7 p . m . This is to prevent damage to or deterioration 
in any raw inaterial in these factories . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (B ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. G. O. Rt. 844 /74 /LBR . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 28th August 1974. 
In exercise of the powers con ferred by Sections 31 and 112 of the 
Factories Act, 1948 (Central Act 63 of 1948), the Government of Kerala 
hereby make the following amendment to the Kerala Factories Rules, 1957, 
the same having been previously published as required by Section 115 of the 
said Act, 


AMENDMENT 
In the said rules: 
1. for rule 74 , the following shall be substituted, namely: 

“ 74. Pressure Vessels or Plant 
(1) Interpretation . In this rule 

(a) design pressure means the maximum pressure that a pressure 
vessel or plant is designed to withstand safely when operating normally ; 

(b ) maximum permissible working pressure is the maximum pressure 
at which a pressure vessel or plant is permitted to be operated or used 
under this rule and is determined by the technical requirements of the 
process ; 

(c ) plant means a system of piping that is connected to a pressure 
vessel and is used to cortain a gas, vapour or liquid under pressure greater 
than the atmospheric pressure, and includes the pressure vessel; 

(d ) “pressure vessel means an unfired vessel hat may be used for 
containing, storing , distributing , transferring, distilling , processing or 
otherwise handling any gas, vapour or liquid under pressure greater 
than the atmospheric pressure and includes any pipe ine fitting or other 
equipment attached thereto or used in connection therewith ; and 

(e) competent person means a person who is, in the opinion of the 
Chief Inspector, capable by virtue of his qualifications, training and 
experience of conducting a thorough examination and pressure tests as require 
ed , on a pressure vessel or plant, and ofmaking a full report on its condition . 
(2) Exceptions.-- Nothing in this rule shall apply to 

(a ) vessels having internal diameter not exceeding 150 mm . (6 " ) 
and a capacity not exceeding 141.585 litres (5 cu . ft.); 

(b ) vessels having an internal opera in pressure not exceeding 1 kg. 
f./cm (15 1b./sq . in .); 
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(c ) steam boilers, steam and feed pipes and their fittings coming 
under the purview of Indian Boilers Act, 1923 (V of 1923 ); 

( d ) metal bottles or cylinders used for storage or transport of compr 
essed gases or liquified or dissolved gases under pressure covered by 
the Gas Cylinder Rules, 1940 framed under the Indian Explosives Act, 
1884 (IV of 1884 ) ; 

(e) vessels in which internal pressure is due solely to the static head 
of liquid ; 

(f) vessels with a nominal water capacity not exceeding 500 litres 
connected in a water- pumping system containing air that is compressed 
to serve as a cushion ; 

(g ) vessels for nuclear energy application ; 

(h ) refrigeration plant having a capacity of 3 tons or less or refrige 
ration in 24 hours; and 

(1) working cylinders of steam engines or prime movers , feed pumps 
and steam traps; turbine casings ; compressor cylinders ; steam separators or 
dryers ; steam strainers; steam de-super-heaters; oil separators; air receivers 
for fire sprinkler installations; air receivers of monotype machines provided 
the maximum working pressure of the air receiver does not exceed 1.33 
kg. f/cm2 ( 20 lb /sq. in .) and the capacity 84 95 litres (3 cu . ft.) ; air 
receivers of electrical circuit breakers ; air receivers of etectrical relays; air 
vessels on pumps, pipe coils , accessories of instrumen s and appliances, 
such as cylinders and piston assemblies used for operating relays and inter 
locking type of guards; vessels with liquidssubjected to static head only; 
and hydrolically operating cylinders other than any cylinder communicating 
with an air nad accumulator. 

(3) . Design and construction . - Every pressure vessel or plant used in a 
factory 

(a) shall be properly designed on sound engineering practice; 

(b ) shall be ofgood construction , soundmaterial, adequate stength 
and free from any patent defects; and 

(c ) shall be properly maintained in a safe condition . 
Provided that the pressure vessel or plant in respect ofthe design and 
construction of which there is an Indian Standard or standard of the country 
ofmanufacture or any other law or regulation in force, shall be designei and 
constructed in accordance with the said standard ; law or regulation, as the 
C..semay be, and a certificate thereof shall be obtained from themanu 
facturer or from the conpetentperson which shall be kept and produc on 
demand by an Inspector . 

(4 ) Safety devices. - Every pressure vessel shall be fitted with 

(a ) a suitable safety valve or other effective pressure relieving device 
of adequate capacity to ensure that the maximuin permissible working 
pressure of the pressure vessel shall not be exceeded . It shall be set to 
operate at a pressure not exceeding the maximum permissible working 
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pressure and when more than one protective device is provided , only one of 
the devices nced Le set to operate at the miximum permissible working 
pressure and the additional device shall be set to discharge at a pressie 
not more than 5 per cent in excess of the maximum permissible working 
pressure; 

(b ) a suitable pressure gauge with a dial range not less than 1.5 
times themaximum permissile working pressure, easily visible and designed 
to show at all times the correct internal pressure and marked with a 
prominent red mark at the maximum permissible working pressure of the 
Dressure vessel; 

(c ) a suitable nipple and globe valve connected for the exclusive 
purpose of attaching a test pressure gauge for checking the accuracy of the 
pressure gauge referred to in clause ( b ) of this sub -rule ; 

(d ) a suitable stop valve or valves by which the pressure vessel may 
be isolated from other pressure vessels or plant or source of supply of 
pressure . Such a stop valve or valves shall be locatel as close to the 
pressure vessel as possible and shall be easily accessible; and 

(e) a suitable drain cock or valve at the lowest part of the pressure 
vessel for the discharge of the liquid or other substances that may collect in 
the pressure vessel: 

Provided that it shall be sufficient for the purposes of this sub -rule iſ the 
safety valve or pressure relieving device, the pressure gauge and the stop 
valve are mounted on a pipe line immediately aztjacent to the pressure 
vessel and where there is a range of two or more similar pre-sure vess. Is 
served by the same pressure lead , only one set of such mountings need be 
fitted on the pressure lead immediately adjacent to the range of pressure 
vessels , provided they cannot be isolated . 

(5 ) Pressure reducing devices.- (a ) Every pressure vessel which is disigned 
for a working pressure less than the pressure atthe source of supply , or less 
than the pressure which can be obtained in the pipe connecting the p essu c 
vessel with any other source of supply, shall be fitted with a suitable pressure 
reducing valve or other suitable automatic device to prevent the maximum 
permissible working pressure of the pressure vessel being exceeded . 

(b ) To further protect the pressure vessel in the event of failure of 
the reducing valve or device, at least one saf:ty valve having a capacity 
sufficient to release all the steam , Vupour or gas without undue pressure rise 
as determined by the pres urc at the source of supply and the size of the 
pipe connecting the source of supply, shall be fitted on the low pressure side 
of the reducing valve 

(6 ) Pressure vessel or plant being taken into use.- ( a ) No new pressure 
vessel or plant shall be taken into use in a factory after comiag into force of 
this rule unless it has been hydrostatically tested by a competent person at a 
pressure at least 1.3 times the design pressure, and no pressure vessel or lant 
which has been previously used or has remained isolated or idle furs 
period exceeding 2 months or which has undergone alterations or repers 
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shall be taken into use in a factory unless it has been thoroughly examined 
by a competent person externally , and internally, if practicable , and has 
been hydrostatically tested by the competent person at a pressure which 
shall be 1.5 times the maximum permissible working pressure : 

Provided however, that the pressure vessel or plant which is so designed 
and constructed that it cannot be safely filled with water or liquid or is used 
in servicewhen even some races of water cannot be tolerated, shall be 
pneumatically tested at a pre sure not less than the design pressure or the 
maximum permissible working pressure as the casemay be: 

Provided further that the pressure vessel or plant which is lined with 
glass shall be tested hydrostatically or pneumatically as required at a 
pressure not less than the design pressure or maximum permissible working 
pressure as the case may be. 

Design pressure shall be not less than the maximum permissible working 
pressure and shall take into account the possible fluctuations of pressure 
during actual operation ; 

(b ). No pressure vessel or plant shall be used in a factory unless 
there has been obtained from the maker of the pressure vessel or plant or 
from the competent person a certificate specifying the design pressure or 
maximum permissible working pressure thereof, and stating the nature of 
tests to which the pressure vessel or plant and its fittings (if any) have been 
subjected , and e ery pressure vessel or plant so used in a factory shall be 
marked so as to enable it to be identified as to be the pressure vessel or plant 
to which the certificate relates and the certificate sha;l be kept available for 
perusal by the Inspector ; 

(c ) No pressure vessel or plant shall be permitted to be operated or 
used at a pressure higher than its design pressure or maximum permissible 
working pressure as shown in the certificate . 

(7) . In service test and examinations. -Every pressure vessel ir plant in 
service shall be thoroughly examined by a competent person 

( a ) externally , once in every period of six months; 

(b ) , internally , once in every perio I of twelve months; 

If by reason ofthe construction of a pressure vessel or plant, a thorough 
internal examinatii n is not possible, this examination may be replaced by 
a hydrostati test which shall be carried out once in every period of two 
years: 

Provide that for a pressure vessel or plant in continuous process which 
canot be frequently opened the period of int.rual examination may be 
extended to four years; and 

(c) hydrostatically tested once in every period of four years: 

Provided that in respect of a pressure vessel or plantwith thin walls 
such as sizing cylinder made of copper or any other non-ferrous metal, 
periodic hydrostatic test may be di pensed with subject to the condition that 
the requirements laid down in sub -rule 8 are fulfilled: 
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Provided further that when it is impracticable to carry out thorough 
external examination of any pressure vessel or plant every six months as 
required in clarise (a ) of this sub -rule, or if owing to its construction and 
use a pressure vessel or plant cannot be hydrostatically tested as required in 
clauses (b ) and (c) of this sub -rule, a thorough external examination of the 
pressure vessel or plant shall be carried out at least once in every period of 
two years , and at least once in every period of four years a thorough syste 
matic non -destructive test like ultrasonic test for metal thickness or other 
defects of all parts the failure of which might lead to eventual rupture of 
the pressure vessel or plant shall be carried out 

8. Thin walled pressure vessel or plant.- (a), In respect of any 
pressure vesselor plant of thin walls such as sizing cylinder made of copper 
or any other non -ferrous metal the maximum perm ssible working pressure 
shall he reduced at the rate of 5 per cent of the original maximum permis 
sible working pressure for every year of its use after the first five years and 
no such cylinder shall be allowed to continue to be used for more than 
twenty years after it was first taken into use ; 

(b ) If any information as to the date of construction , thickness of 
walls , or maximum permissible working pressure is not available, the age of 
such pressure vessel or plant shall be determined by the competent person 
in consultation with the Chief Inspector from the other particulars available 
with the manager ; 

(c ) Every new and second hand pressure vessel or plant of thin walls 
to which repairs likely to affect its strength or safety have been carried out, 
shall be tested before use to at least 1.5 times its maximum permissible 
working pressure. 

9. Report by competent person .— (a) If during any examination any 
doubt arises as to the ability of the pressure vessel or plant to work safely 
until the next prescribed examination , the competent person shall enter in 
the prescribed register his observations, findings and conclusions with other 
relevant remarks with reasons and may authorise the pressure vessel or 
plant to be used and kept in operation subject to a lowering of maximum 
permissible working pressure, or to more frequent or special examination 
or test, or subject to both of these conditions; 

(b ) A report of the result of every examination or test carried 
out shall be completed in the prescribed Form No. 8 and shall be signed by 
the person making the examination or test, and shall be kept available for 
perusal by the Ispector at all hours when the factory or any part thereof 
is working; 

(c ) Where the report of any examination under this rule specified 
any condition for securing the safe working of any press ire vessel or plant, 
the pressure vessel or plant shall not be used unless the specified con lition 
is fulfilled ; 

(d) The competent person making report of any examination under 
this rule, shall within seven days of the completion of the examination , 
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send to the Inspector a copy of the report in every case where t e maximum 
permissible working pressure is reduced or the examination shows that the 
pressure vessel or plant or any part thereof cannot continue to be used 
with safety unless certain repairs are carried out or unless any other safety 
measure is taken . 

. 10. Application of other laws.- (a ) The requirements of this rule shall 
be in addition to and without any prejudice 10 and not in derogation of 
the requirements of any other law in force; 

(b ) Certificates or reports of any examination , or test of any pressure 
vessel or plant to which sub -rules 7 10 9 do not apply, conducted or required 
to be conducted under any other law in force and other relevant record 
relating to such pressure vessel or plant, shall be properly maintained as 
required under the said law and shall be produeed on demand by the 
Inspector" . 

2. for Form No. 8 , the following form shall be substituted , namely: 


FORM No. 8 

(Prescribed under Rule 74 ) 
REPORT OF EXAMINATION OF PRESSURE VESSEL OR PLANT 


1. Name of Occupier (or factory ) 
2. Situation and address of factory 
3. Name, description and distinctive number of 

pressure vessel or plant 
4. Name and address of manufacturer and reference 

to their test cerưificate or certificate of com 

petent person 
5. Nature of process in which it is used 
6 . Particulars of pressure vessel or plant 

( a ) Date of construction 
(b ) Thickness of walls 
(c) Date on which the pressure vessel or plant 

was first taken into use 
( d ) Maximum 

permissible working pressure 
recommended by the manufacturer 
(c) Design pressure, if known 
( The history should be briefly given , and the exami 

ner should state whether he has seen the last 
previous report) 


External : 
Internal : 


7. Date of last hydrostatic test (if any) and pressure 

applied 
8. Is the pressure vessel or plant in open , or other 

wise exposed to whether or to damp ? 
9 . What parts (if any ) were inaccessible ? 
10 . What examination and test were made ? (Specify 

pressure if hydrostatic test was carried out) 
11. Condition of pressure vessel or plant. (State any 

defects materially affecting the maximum 
permissible working pressure or the safe work 

ing of the pressure vessel or plant) 
12. Are the required fittings and appliances properly 

maintained and in good condition ? Have the 

pressure settings been checked and corrected ? 
13. Repairs (if any) required , and period within 

which they should be executed and any other 
condition which the person making the exami 
nation thinks it necessary to specify for secur 

ings safe working; 
14. Maximum permissible working pressure, calcu 

lated from dimensions and from the thickness 
and other data ascertained by the present 
examination , due allowance being made for 
conditions of working if unusual or exception 
ally severe. (State minimum thickness ofwalls 

measured during the examination ) : 
15. Where repairs affecting the maximum working 

pressure are required, state the working 

pressure; 
(a) Before the expiration of the period specified 

in (14 ) 
(b ) After the expiration of such period if the 

required repairs have not been completed 
(c ) After the completion of the required repairs 
16. Other observations : 


I certify that on .... 

the pressure vessel or plant described 
above was thoroughly cleaned and (so far as its construction permits) nade 
accessible for thorough examination and for such tests as were necessary for 
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thorough examination and that on the said date, I thoroughly examined this 
pressure vessel or plant, including its fittings and that the above is a true 
report ofmy examination . 


Signature : 
Qualification : 
Address : 
Date: 


If employed by a company or 
Association , give nameand address 


By order of the Governor, 
U , MAHABALA RAO , 

Secretary . 


Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the amendment, but is intended to explain 
the general purport). 

The existing rule 74 is framed under Section 31 (2) for the purpose of 
testing a d certifying pressure plants. It is laid down in the above rule that 
every plant or machinery used in a factory and operation at a pressure greater 
than atmospheric pressure should satisfy the minimum requirements laid 
down in the said Rule and should be got examined and tested by a com 
petent person . But the terins “ Design Pressure" (plant maximum permis 
sible working pressure" , " Pressure vessel" , " competent person " are not 
clearly defined in the existing rule. Moreover the latestmethod of testing 
the plants including unfired pressure vessels and safety devices to be provi 
ded etc., are also not incorporated in the existing rule. 

The Rule is framed to safeguard the safety of the equipment and of the 
workers by ensuring that the pressure plants are in good and safe working 
condition . Otherwise, any explosion of pressure vessels will result in un 
necessary loss to all concernel resulting in a national loss ultimately . There 
fore it is necessary that the Rule should be as clear as possible . Hence the 
proposal for amendment of the Rule . 

This amendment is based on the decisions taken in the XXII Con 
ference of the Chief Inspector of Factories held at Ranchi in 1972. It is 
proposed to amend the Rule 74 of Kerala Factories Rules, 1957. 


Kerala Gazette No. 40 dated 1st October 1974. 
PART 1 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O. (MS) No . 58 /74 /LBR . Dated . Trinandrum , 19th September 1974 . 

In exercise of the powers conferred by sub -section (1) of section 44 
ofthe Beedi and Cigar Workers (Conditions of Employmen ) Act, 1966 
(Central Act 32 of 1966 ), the Government of Kerala hereby make the 
following amendments to the Kerala Beedi a.d Cigar Workers (Conditions 
of Employment) Rules, 1968 the same having been previously pu lished 
is required by sub -section ( 3) of the said section : 

AMENDMENT 
In the said Rules: 
In rule 33 , 

1. (a ) after sub -rule (1), the following sub -rule shall be inserted , 
namely : 

" (1A ) Every employer shall maintain a register in Form No. XIII A 
which shall be preserved for the period of the whole service of the em .• 
ployee concerned 

( b ) In sub- rule ( 7 ), the words " except the register in form 
No. XIII A prescribed under sub -rule (1A ) " shall be inserted between tie 
words rule and " shall be preserved " . 

2 . Af er Form No. XIII. the following form shall be inserted , as 
Form XIIIA . 

FORM No. XIII A 
[ See Rule 33 ( 1 A ) ] 

Register of Workers 
SI Name Father s Residential Date of birth 
No. 

Name Address is an adolescent 

inte service 
( 2 ) ( 3) (4 ) 

(5 ) 


Date of entry 


R :marks 


Nature of 

work 


No. and date of Certificale 
of fitness if an adolescent 


Letter of group is 
in notice of period 

of work 

(8 ) 


(7) 


( 9 ) 


10) 


By order of the Governor, 
U.MAHABA LA Rao , 
Secretary. 

( P. T. 0.] 


G. 1620 
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Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification but is intended to explain 
the purport.) 

At present there is no provision in the forms appended to the Kerala 
Beedi and Cigar Workers (Cənditions of Employment), Rules, 1968 to 
show the date of entry in to service of an employee. It is consindered 
necessary to make provision for maintaining register of workers providing 
details of their service service entry etc It is also proposed to prepare the 
register of workers for the period of the whole service of the employees 
concerned . 

The amendments are intended to achieve the above object . 


Kerala Gazette No. 40 dated 1st October 1974 . 


PART I 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. Rt. No. 773 |74 |LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 13th August 1974 

The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey in respect of the 
dispute between the Chief Executive, Ms. Laxmi Starch Ltd., Kundara 
and their workman named Shri P. C. Alexander, Thadathil Vila Puthen 
Veedu, Cherumood (Near Sree Krishna Temple ) , Vellimon P.O., 
Kundara received by Government on 7-8-1974 is hereby published 
under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act 
XIV of 1947 ) . 


By order of the Governor, 

P. P.MATHULLA , 

Under Secretary to Government. 
In the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey 
Dated this the 3rd August, Nineteen hundred and Seventy-four 

Present 
SHRI K. P. M. SHERIFF , B.Sc., B.L., 

Industrial Tribunal 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 271973 

Between 
THE CHIEF EXECUTIVE , 
Messrs. Laxmi Starch Ltd., Kundara 

And 

A WORKMAN 
of the said Company, viz., Shri P. C. Alexander, Thadathil Vila 
Puthen Veedu, Cherumoodu (Near Sree Krishna Temple ), 

Vellimon P. O., Kundara. 
Representations: 
Shri K. V. R. Shenoi, 

Advocate , 
Ms. Menon & Pai, 

For Management. 
Advocates, Ernakulam 
Shri N. Raman Pillai, 
Advocate, Quilon . 

For Workmen . 
G.A. 119 MC. 
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AWARD 


This industrial dispute between the above parties was referred 
to this Tribunal for adjudication by Government as per G. O. Rt. 
No. 807| 73 |LBR , dated 6-7-1973. The issue referred for adjudication 
is as follows: 

" Dismissal of Shri P. C. Alexander , 

Assistant Supervisor " . 


2. Pursuant to summons the parties appeared , filed their vakalaths 
and the worker submitted his claim statement in which it was 
contended as follows: 

" I was working as a Supervisor under the Laxmi Starch Factory 
for the past nearly 8 years without giving rise to any complaint 
regarding my work or conduct from any quarters . I was dismissed 
from service by order of the Management dated 18-1-1973 with 
immediate effect on the allegation that I along with Fitter Henry 
tried to remove a M. S. Plate weighing 10.800 kgs. from the factory 
in the Company car for the use of Supervisor Shri K. J. Samuel. 

On 14-11-1972 my Senior Supervisor Shri K. J. Samuel told me 
that he has obtained permission for taking a small M. S. roasting 
plate from the Company. A car was arranged by Shri Samuel to 
take out an ailing worker named George Kutty to the hospital and 
Fitter Henry was instructed by Shri Samuel to put the M. S. plate in 
the car. Samuel has informed me about this with a view that I may 
not obstruct Henry from taking out the M. S. plate . As Samuel has 
told me about this in the presence of other workers I believed what 
he said and so I did not object to the removal. The plate was 
put inside the boot of the car by Henry in the presence of the 
driver and myself. It turned out later that Samuel had not 
obtained the permission from the Company and that he was 
trying to cheat both the Company and other employees like 
me. I have given such a statement when I was interrogated . 
Shri Samuel also has given a written admission that he has 
instructed me as well as Mr. Henry to remove the M. S. plate 
for him . When the matter was taken seriously by the Management 
Shri Samuel resiled from his earlier statement and maintained that 
he had nothing to do with the same. The disciplinary authority 
and the punishing authority without considering about this aspect 
of the matter dismissed me from service. In fact at the time of the 
removing of the plate I had no idea that it was an attempted theft. 
Although Shri Samuel was charge-sheeted along with me and Henry , 
he was left out of the enquiry . This appears that the Management 
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has the intention of saving Samuel at the expense of other employees . 
It is a grave miscarriage of natural justice when the innocent is 
penalised and the culprit is left scot-free . The enquiry conducted 
was really a faked enquiry to cover up the real culprit and to penalise 
the innocent. The enquiry officer as well as the management ought 
to have found that Shri K. J. Samuel being the Senior Supervisor 
having factual and moral authority over me and Henry, tried to make 
us his stooges who acted only in good faith believing his words. 
The evidence collected at the enquiry will amply prove that I acted 
perfectly innocently and not at all in secret, not suspecting any foul 
play by Shri Samuel. The Management did not care to consider this 
aspect of the matter at all. Thus this is a case of patent denial of 
natural justice and the Management is guilty of serious violaltion 
of the principles of natural justice . Inspite of repeated requests , 
the Management has not given me a copy of the findings of the 
enquiry officer upto this date . This is a further instance of denial 
of natural justice to me." 

The worker concluded with a prayer that an award may be 
passed reinstating him in service with back wages and continuity 
of service. 

3. The Management submitted their counter statement in which 
they have contended as follows: 

" Shri P. C. Alexander was a process supervisor in the main 
factory of Laxmi Starch Ltd., at Kundara. In the reference order 
he is designated as Asst. Supervisor and it is not correct. He was 
the Supervisor in the main factory where the starch is manufactured . 
He was dismissed on 18-1-1973 for serious misconducts proved in a 
properly constituted domestic enquiry . His dismissal cannot be 
assailed on any of the grounds alleged in the statement of the worker . 

The Charge- sheet dated 16-11-1972 contains the following 
misconducts : 

(i) Theft, fraud , or dishonesty in connection with the 

Company s business or property . 
( ii ) Breach of any factory rules or instructions given by 

superiors for the proper functioning and safety of the 

factory , and 
( iii) Pursuance of a conduct against the interest of the 

Company. 
On 14-11-1972 Shri Alexander directed Fitter Henry to place one 
M.S. plate weighing 10.800 kgs. and costing about Rs. 30 in the lug 
gage boot of the Company s car which was used to take a sick worker 
from the factory to his house. On the way to fetch Georgekutty 
the car was stopped in front of the main factory by Shri Alexander 
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and driver Sukumaran was directed to go to the electrician s room 
near the motor workshop , saying that the said Georgekutty was 
lying in the electrician s room . The car was taken to the electrician s 
room and when the car reached the place Ms. Alexander and Henry 
have also reached the spot. Shri P. C. Alexander then opened the 
luggage boot and directed Shri Henry , Fitter to place the M. S. plate 
in the luggage boot of the car and accordingly Henry placed the 
same and Shri Alexander closed the door. Alexander did this by 
diverting watcher Shri Tiwari by sending him to fetch Georgekutty 
from the Kothu plant. Watcher Tiwari returned since Georgekutty 
wanted the car to go where he was lying and while returning he 
noticed the car near the motor workshop. The watcher became 
suspicious as he also saw Shri Alexander closing the door of the 
luggage boot and so he went to the car , opened the luggage boot and 
saw the M. S. plate. He recovered the plate and immediately 
reported the matter to the Management s representative inspite of 
Shiri Alexander trying to prevail upon him not to report the matter.. 
Charge sheers were issued to Ms. Alexander and Henry and a domes 
tic enquiry was held . Advocate Mr. David Koshy was the enquiry 
officer and he has conducted the enquiry in conformity with the 
principles of natural justice . The enquiry officer found Alexander 
and Henry guilty of the misconducts alleged against them . He has 
recommended the punishment of dismissal of Shri Alexander and a 
lesser punishment for Henry . The enquiry officer did not accept 
the plea of Shri Alexander that the maintenance supervisor 
Shri Samuel had made him believe that Shri Samuel had obtained 
sanction from the Management for removal of the plate. The modus 
operandi adopted by Mr. Alexander for removing the plate and that 
in the night shift, thus committing theft of the plate was most 
reprehensible, especially when he had the status of the Supervisor 
ir charge of the night shift and under whom about 30 workers were 
working in the shift. Machinery , spare parts and other materials 
worth lakhs of rupees are lying here and there in the factory premises 
covering an area of about 20 acres . Shri Alexander was himself the 
officer on the spot for supervision . In these circumstances the 
Management decided to dismiss him from service and he was 
accordingly dismissed by order dated 18-1-1973 . The Conciliation 
Officer approved the dismissal under Section 33 ( 2 ) ( b ) of the I.D. 
Act since conciliation proceedings were pending before him . Since 
Sbri Henry has acted only as per the direction of his superior and 
Supervisor Shri Alexander , he was suspended for 14 days ithout 
wages . Shri Alexander was dismissed for proper and justifiable 
reasons and so he is not entitled to reinstatement with or without 
back wages or to any other reliefs. The Management has lost 
confidence in him in view of the misconducts proved against him , 
since insti ad of setting an example to others he himself committed 
theft of the M. S. plate . 


. 
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It is denied that Shri Alexander was discharging his duties 
properly or to the best of his ability without giving rise to any 
complalint. His past record of service was also not good. He had 
cnly six years of service and he had been suspended on an earlier 
occasion for three days for a misconduct proved against him . 
Shri Samuel Supervisor was the Secretary of the Staff Union of 
which Shri Alexander was a member and the former was possibly 
trying to help the latter in his defence. Shri Alexander and Samuel 
were supervisors of equal status. The plea of Allexander is untrue. 
Shri Samuel was examined as a defence witness by Shri Alexander 
in the domestic enquiry as Shri Samuel denied having told Alexander 
that he had obtained permission to remove the M. S. plate or the 
plate was meant for his use. The allegation of Shri Alexander that 
Samuel was trying to cheat the Company etc., is incorrect. There 
was no miscarriage of justice in holding the enquiry or the action 
taken by the Management. The main and the real culprit was 
Shri Alexander . Shri Samuel had no supervisory or disciplinary 
control over Shri Alexander. The findings of the enquiry officer 
were made available at the approval stage and it was only after 
hearing Shri Alexander the approval was granted . It is true that 
the enquiry officer in his findings 

has mentioned that 
Shri K. J. Samuel had some knowledge regarding the theft of 
M. S. plate by Shri Alexander. However, there was no evidence 
to prove the same and suspicion however great does not amount to 
proof. The dismissal of Shri Alexander was valid and proper and 
he is not entitled to any relief." 

The Management concluded with a prayer that an award may 
be passed upholding the dismissal of Shri Alexander . 

4. The worker thereafter submitted a replication in which he 
has repudiated all the contentions of the Management. He has 
added further , that in each working shift there will be one senior 
Supervisor and another one to assist him in charge of the work , 
that on the date of the incident Shri Samuel was the Senior Super 

visor and Shri Alexander was the Assistant, that the attempt on the 
· part of the Management to equate Alexander with Samuel is malicious 
and 

with ulterior motives , that the Senior Supervisor 
will be in over all control and direction over the sections including 
the other supervisor like Alexander who is to assist him . 

Shri Alexander has reiterated all his contentions as per his 
claim statement. He has also added further that it is true that 
Shri K. J. Samuel was the Secretary of the Staff Association , but 
he was removed from that post on the basis of his shady dealings 
in the subject matter of this dispute by the general body of the 
staff, that he was misusing both his official capacity and his position 
as Secretary of the Association for personal gains and that he has 
proved himself as one of the most unreliable persons and that it is 
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surprising that the Management has not lost any confidence on him 
and also thought fit not to proceed against him inspite of his patent 
involvement in the matter. 

5. The case came up for evidence and the Management submitted 
the enquiry proceedings in original etc. The worker examined WW1 
and ww2 and marked Exts. W1 to W12 and Exts . M1 to M3 and 
M.0.1 respectively and closed his evidence. The Management 
examined MW1 and MW2 and marked Exts . M4 to M27 and closed 
their evidence also . The matter was thereafter heard finally. 

6. WW1 is Shri Alexander. The summary of his deposition is 
as follows: 

Chief. - I am the dismissed worker Alexander . At the time of 
my dismissal I was working as Assistant to the Senior Grade 
Supervisor . I have got six years service there . I was an operator 
at first. Just before the dismissal I was promoted as an Assistant. 
When I was the Operator I was getting Rs. 95 as pay. 

When I was 
promoted as Asst. Supervisor the pay was raised to Rs. 100. There 
are three Senior Supervisors. In each shift there will be one 
Supervisor respectively and there will be Asst. Supervisors like me 
to help them . On the date of the incident Shri K. J. Samuel was the 
Senior Supervisor and I was his Asst. Supervisor . Samuel has got 
20 years service there. Even at the time when I entered the service 
Shri Samuel was the Senior Supervisor . Even at that time he was 
getting Rs. 235 as basic pay. Among the Asst. Supervisors I was 
getting the lowest pay. There are two grades of supervisors, Senior 
Supervisor and Asst. Supervisor. The Senior Supervisor has got 
the controlling powers. Samuel was the General Secretary of the 
Staff Association . I was a member of the Association . On 14-11-1972 
in the 4-12 shift I went to my house for meals at 7.30 and returned 
at 8 p . m . When I returned Shri Samuel was writing shift report . 
He told me that Georgekutty is unwell, that he is being taken to his 
house in the Company car by himself, that the car will come 
immediately , that there is " Dosaikallu " somewhere in the premises 
that Henry knows it and that " I have obtained permission to take 
it out" . There were workers at the time when he was saying this . 
Immediately I called Henry and informed him that the car is going 
out with Mr. Samuel, his " dosaikallu " may be taken and placed in 
the car. When myself and Henry came out of the factory the car 
also came there . I asked the driver where the " dosaikallu " should 
be placed which is being taken out for Mr. Samuel and he informed me 
to place it in the luggage boot and I have asked him how to open the 
boot and he told me to press the same. Shri Henry brought the 
" Mosaikallu " immediately and placed it in the boot. Immediately 
the watcher came and took it out. I have informed the watcher 
immediately that it belongs to Samuel Sir and he has obtained 
permission . The watcher left the place with the plate and Samuel 


7 


on 


also went with him . The Labour Officer and the Chief Executive 
came and asked me about the incident . Immediately I told them 
what I have already stated . Henry was a Fitter. I never thought 
at the moment the " dosaikallu " was placed in the car , that a theft 
was being committed . Charge-sheet was issued to Shri Samuel, but 
no enquiry was conducted against him . No charge -sheet was given 
to the driver. It was only because Samuel had told me I have 
instructed Henry. Samuel is the Senior Supervisor . He is the 
General Secretary of the Union and he has told me that permission 
was obtained. He has also told me that Henry is aware of the fact. 
Samuel has further told me that he himself is travelling in the car 
along with Georgekutty and only to go away in the car he was 
preparing the shift report. Georgekutty is a relative of_Samuel. 
The enquiry officer has not considered all these facts. The true 
copy of the charge-sheet issued to me is marked as Ext. W1. Ext. 
W2 is the copy of the statement given by me on 14-11-1972. Ext. W3 
is the copy of the statement given by Henry to the Chief Executive. 
Ext. W4 is the copy of the schedule of witnesses given by me to the 
enquiry officer . Ext. W5 is the true copy of the letter given by 
Shri K. J. Samuel 14-11-1972 to the General Manager. 
Ext. W6 is the true copy of the letter given by the Company 
to Shri K. J. Samuel on 22-11-1972 . Ext. 67 is the letter given by 
Shri K. J. Samuel to the Chief Chemist regarding the illness of 
Georgekutty. Ext. W8 is the copy of the letter given by Mr. Henry 
to the General Secretary on 14-11-1972. The true copy of the 
charge- sheet given to Shri Samuel on 16-11-1972 is marked as 
Ext. W9. The true copy of the letter given by me to the Chief 
Executive on 20-11-1972 is marked as Ext. w10 . The enquiry notice 
issued to me by the Company on 1-12-1972 is marked as Ext. W11 . 
The copy of the letter given by me to the Deputy Labour Officer, 
Quilon on 23-1-1973 raising this dispute is marked as Ext. w12 . 
I have not committed any misconduct in order to take any action 
against me. No action was taken against me previously and I was 
rot punished previously . 

Cross -- The M. S. plate which is shown to me is the one which 
was placed on 14-11-1972 in the boot of the car. M. S. plate is 
marked as Ext. M.O.1 . I have told Henry to place there pursuant 
to the directions of Mr. K. J. Samuel. Car was standing ten feet 
away from the Supervisor s office . When I came back after 
meals at 8 p.m. Shri Samuel was writing the shift report. It 
was then he told me that he has obtained permission . At that time 
Fitter Mr. Gopala Pillai, tapioca workers Pappan and Philip were 
present there. They have heard this . The watchman Tiwari has 
seen Henry placing this plate in the boot. The boot was not closed 
and it was then Tiwari took it out and took to the guest house. 
Samuel Sir also followed him . Henry must have told Samuel Sir 
about this and that is why he has followed Tiwari. Samuel came 


after ten minutes. I was talking to Tiwari then . At the moment 
when Tiwari was taking it out, I have told him about Samuel and the 
permission obtained by him for taking out the plate. The Labour 
Oficer Mr. Raghavan, Mr. Das Bai and Mr. Krishna Moorthy came 
to the factory office immediately . I did not go to the guest house. 
The Labour Officer told me that Tiwari has given a statement. 
Before giving Ext. W2 I have not given any written statement. 
(Witness was shown a statement alleged to be in his own hand 
writing and containing his signature. But the witness denies the 
signature ) . It is not correct to say that I have not told the Labour 
Oficer at the outset about the instruction of Samuel. Really I have 
" told the Labour Officer that the plate was placed in the car because 
of Samuel s instructions. In the enquiry I have cross-examined the 
Management s witnesses. My witnesses were also 

examined . 
Samuel Sir was one of my witnesses. The statement which was 
given by Samuel at first is said to be given by him in order to save 
you and Henry. What do you say ? ( A ) He is uttering falsehood . 
The Labour Officer Mr. Raghavan was a witness in the enquiry on 
the Company s side. M.0.1 plate is an old plate of the water tank . 
It is kept in the Company as useless. Similar new plates will be 
vseful. I was having the charge of process supervisor . Samuel was 
thie Maintenance Supervisor . The supervision and control is vested 
in Senior Supervisor Shri K. J. Samuel. He was also the Main 
tenance Supervisor. . He is responsible for the shift. It is incorrect 
to say that he was not the controlling officer in the shift. He is the 
superior officer to me. I submit my report to Mr. Samuel and in 
his absence to the Engineer or to the Chemist. In the shift report 
book the report will be written . It will not be addressed to any 
particular person . The factory production book dated 28-10-1972 to 
22-12-1972 is marked as Ext. M1. In the maintenance shift , the shift 
report book is written by the maintenance supervisor, is it not ? 
( A ) In this report book process supervisor will also write. The main 
tenance report book is marked as Ext. M2. The witness pointed 
out pages 156 and 157 of Ext. M2 and added that in these pages 
Robinson has written and signed . He was the Draftsman- cum 
Operator then . Now he is the Asst. Supervisor . Pages 156 and 157 
are pages set apart for maintenance report. In Ext. M1 the main 
tenance supervisor need not put his signature since it is only a 
production report. Somebody from the office will come and verify 
the production report and send it to Bombay: All the leave applica 
tions now shown to me are applications given by me. All these 
applications are through the Chemist. The leave applications are 
marked as Ext. M3 series 1 to 6. There are five Unions in the 
factory . It is not correct to say that none of the Unions supported 

The Kundara Starch Factory Workers Union supported 
my case . They have participated in the conference for representing 

In Ext. M3 series I have put my signature. The three 
persons who were present at the time when Samuel told me about 
the plate, were not examined by me in the enquiry since they did 


my case. 


me. 
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not care to present themselves. I have cited Gopala Pillai in my 
schedule. But Gopala Pillai did not come as a witness inspite of 
my request. Therefore I have requested both the enquiry officer and 
the Labour Officer that the witness should be called for and examined. 
But I have not requested them by writing . He may be a member 
of one of the Unions. 

Re. - The Secretary Balakrishna Achary of the workers union is 
present in the court today. He has come along with me for conduc 
ting this case . The expenses for the conduct of this case are met 
by that Union also . I have not given any other statement to the 
Management other than Ext. W2 and W10 . The Management has not 
produced any other statement in the enquiry . The Management 
has also not stated about any other statement other than these two, 
either in their counter statement or in their documents. 

Cross with permission . I have put my signature in the enquiry 
proceedings . There were 38 workers working under me in the process 
shift. They were workers under the maintenance as well as 
processing. 

7. WW2 is Shri R. Gopala Pillai. The summary of his deposition 
is as follows: 

Chief.-- I am a fitter in Kundara Laxmi Starch Factory and I have 
got 24 years service there. I know Ms. K. J. Samuel, Alexander and 
Fitter Henry and I know the case taken against them . On 14-11-1972 
at 8 p.m. I was chewing pan sitting on the varanda of the Supervisor s 
room after my meals. Then Henry came there and Samuel Sir told 
him that the plate about which we have discussed earlier must be 
taken and placed in the car which comes just now . Thereafter 
Mr. Alexander came and to Alexander also Samuel Sir told the same 
thing. Alexander asked him whether there was permission and 
Samuel Sir told him that there was. Samuel Sir is the Senior 
Supervisor of the factory . Alexander the Assistant. 

Cross.- When I came to the varanda of the Supervisor s room 
on that night Samuel Sir was sitting inside the room and writing 
something. Myself and Samuel Sir were at a distance of 5 feet. 
Both of us could see each other. Henry was standing inside the 
room of Mr. Samuel Sir . When I was coming to the varanda Samuel 
Sir was speaking to Henry as I have mentioned in chief. Samuel Six 
knows that I have heard the said words of himself to Mr. Henry. 
Someminutes after the exit of Henry , Alexander came. It was then 
I was chewing pan sitting on the varanda. Samuel told Alexander 
" Henry has gone there. I have told him to take the plate and place 
it in the car . You also go there." I have seen Henry going to the 
motor workshop where the car was parked . Alexander asked 
Samuel whether there is permission and then went out. Alexander 
also went to the place where the car was parked . I have not seen 
G.A. 119 MC. 
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seen 


Henry or anybody taking the plate and placing it in the car. I have 
sat on the varanda for a further two minutes and then I went to the 
factory . I have not seen whatever that has happened near the car. 
I have heard only what Samuel has told Henry and Alexander. I 
am a member of Achary s Union. I was the only person sitting 
there at the time when Samuel was speaking to Henry and Alexander . 
I was a shift fitter who was doing work as per the instructions of 
Samuel and Samuel was the maintenance supervisor in that 
shift. 1 have 

plates like Ext. M.0.1. They are 
utilised for fitting girders. Gate pass must be obtained to take 
out articles from the Company. This fact is known to the workers 
as well as the Supervisors in the factory . I do not know whether 
Alexander Supervisor was process Supervisor . Maintenance Super 
visors are Ms. Samuel, Simon and Sreedharan . Alexander was 
not the Maintenance Supervisor . The Maintenance Supervisor should 
report to the Engineer about the maintenance. But I do not know 
to whom Alexander should report. I was not called as a witness in 
the enquiry conducted against · Alexander and Henry . Samuel 
Supervisor has got as much service as me. All the workers in that 
shift had to work as per the instructions of Ms. Samuel and 
Alexander. Even if the Supervisors ask the workers to take articles 
out of the Company they won t do it. I have never done that. 

R2.- The car was parked about 20 feet away from the place 
where I was chewing. The car was parked on the north western 
side. The gate pass must be given to the gate watcher . 

The gate 
pass will be issued by the Company to the person who takes the 
article . 

8. MW1 is Shri David Koshy, Advocate, Quilon . The summary 
of his deposition is as follows : 

Cheil.- I have conducted enquiry regarding the charge -sheet 
issued to wwi Alexander by Laxmi Starch Factory . WW1 was 
present throughout the enquiry . The enquiry was against Henry also . 
ww1 has signed on all the pages of the enquiry proceedings . 
Opportunity was given to him to cross -examine all the witnesses and 
also to examine his own witnesses. The enquiry proceedings are 
marked as Ext. M4 series. The list of witnesses filed by WW1 in 
the enquiry is marked as Ext. M5. The enquiry was fixed on 
4-12-1972 . But both the workers applied for adjournment by 
separate applications which are marked as Exts. M6 series 1 and 2 . 
Copies of enquiry notices issued to Henry and Alexander are marked 
as Exts. M7 and M8. The explanation given by Mr. K. J. Samuel to 
the show cause notice issued to him is marked as Ext. M9. The copy 
of the show cause notice given to Samuel is marked as Ext. Mio. 
The explanation of Henry is Ext. M11 and the explanation of 
Alexander is Ext. M12 . The request of Henry and Alexander for 
extension of time to submit their explanations are marked as Exts, 


M13 series 1 and 2. The charge -sheets issued to Henry and Alexander 
are marked as Ext. M14 series and 2. The statements given by 
Ms. Samuel, Alexander and Henry on the date of the incident are 
marked as Ext. M15 Series 1 to 3. The statement of driver 
Sukumaran is marked as Ext. M16. The statement given by the 
defence witness Joseph on 14-11-1972 is marked as Ext. M17. The 
report given in Hindi by watchman Tiwari and its true translation , 
regarding the recovery of plate M.0.1 is marked as Ext. M18 series 
1 and 2. My findings entered after the enquiry are marked as Ext. 
M19 . In my findings I have considered whether Alexander was 
working under Mr. Samuel as his subordinate. WW2 Gopala Pillai 
was cited by Alexander as one of his witnesses in the enquiry . But 
he was given up and I have recorded so in the enquiry proceedings. 
Ms. Alexander and Henry have submitted that there is no further 
evidence on 15-12-1972 and so the enquiry was closed . Ms. 
Alexander and Henry signed the paper after endorsing the same. 

Cross . - It has come out in evidence in the enquiry that it was 
Samuel who reported about the illness of Georgekutty and it was he, 
who has requested for the Company car to take out Georgekutty and 
that Georgekutty has some relationship with Samuel. It has also 
come out in the evidence that Samuel originally intended to 
accompany Georgekutty in the same car. Samuel was also charge 
sheeted after Henry and Alexander gave their statements. But 
Samuel was not included among the delinquents in my enquiry. I 
was asked to hold the enquiry against wwi and Henry. (Q ) I put 
it to you that in fact you were convinced that Samuel had a very 
important role in the commission of the offence and that such 
employee is a danger to the Company ? ( A ) I have given shape to my 
convictions in my findings regarding Samuel also . I have also stated 
in my findings that the testimony of Samuel when read as a whole 
gives me a picture that the occurrence took place as a result of a 
calculated preplanned conspiracy . I have stated in my findings that 
Samuel is guilty of the offence of conspiracy though he was not 
personally present at the scene. The prosecution case is that 
Watcher Tiwari was sent by Alexander from the scene of occurrence 
to fetch Georgekutty . Georgekutty was examined as a defence 
witness. Georgekutty deposed that he was called by Joseph and 
not by Tiwari. Joseph also was examined as a defence witness . 
He has also deposed that Alexander has asked him to fetch George 
kutty and he has gone to fetch him . 
9. MW2 is Shri Krishna Moorthy, 

Chief Executive, 
Laxmi Starch , Kundara . The summary of his deposition is as 
follows : 

Cheif .-- I am the Chief Executive of Laxmi Starch, Kundara. 
I know Alexander. He was dismissed for theft, fraud or dishonesty 
in connection with the removal of M.0.1 plate. True copy of the 
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dismissal order issued to him is marked as Ext. M20 . Henry , the 
Fitter also was charge-sheeted along with WW1 and was suspended 
from service. _The true copy of the suspension order issued to him 
is marked as Ext. M21. An I.D. was pending before the Conciliation 
Officer and so we applied for approval of the Dy. L.O. and he has 
granted the same. Ext. M22 is the copy of the approval application . 
Ext. M23 is the approval order and the correction order series 1 and 
2. The copy of the certified standing orders applicable to the work 
men is marked as Ext. M24. Myself and the Labour Officer went 
to the factory office as soon as the matter was reported by Tiwari. 
The Labour Officer questioned everybody including ww1 and Ww1 
gave a statement in his own handwriting, which is marked as Ext. 
M25 . M.0.1 plate is usually used as foundation for the installation 
of pumps and motors . It is not a discarded sheet and it would fetch 
today about Rs. 75. The incident happened at 9 p.m. in the third 
shift between 4 to 12 p.m. Alexander was the Supervisor in charge 
of production in the shift and Samuel was the Supervisor in charge 
of maintenance . In the night shift superior officers to the Super 
visors will not be present. It is absolutely incorrect to say that 
Alexander was the Asst. Supervisor and subordinate to Mr. Samuel. 
In the Attendance Register Alexander signs as Supervisor. The 
page of the Attendance Register is marked as Ext. M26 . It can be 
seen from the same page that Samuel is also designated as Super 
visor. Serial No. 40 is Samuel. If anything goes wrong during 
the shift on the production side Alexander has to report to the Chief 
Chemist who is residing in the Company quarters. WW1 was not 
under the disciplinary control of Mr. Samuel. About 30 workers 
were working under Alexander in the production side in the shift. 
Anybody who has to take out of the Company premises anything , 
have to obtain a gate pass from officers like me. Normally gale 
passes are not issued during night shifts unless it is for emergent 
purposes. WW1 was holding a position of trust and confidence 
vis- a - vis the Management and since he has admitted that he has 
instructed the fitter to remove the plate and place it in the boot of 
the car on a plea that he was orally instructed by another 
Supervisor of another department the Management has lost con 
fidence in him . The worker Georgekutty was really sick and he has 
gone on sick leave for 16 days immediately thereafter . 

Cross . Are Supervisors Ms. P. B. Pillai, Simon and Samuel 
Supervisors of Senior Grade ? ( A ) They are Supervisors with senior 
grade in salary as per the long term settlement. In Ext. M26 after 
the name of Samuel the name of Mr. Bhanu, Clerk is entered . The 
other Supervisors come after him . Prior to that month also the 
name of Bharu is inserted in between the Supervisors . Is it not 
an indiertion of the fact that the Supervisors coming above Bhanu 
and Supervisors coming below him belong to two categories ? ( A ) 
No. At the time of long terin agreement Samuel was drawing a 
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basic salary of Rs. 190 which was revised to Rs. 235. The long 
term agreement is marked as Ext. M27 . Alexander was drawing 
a salary of Rs. 68 which was revised to Rs. 100. Assistants to 
Supervisor -cum -Operator were also getting Rs. 68 as the salary, 
which was revised to Rs. 95. At the time of agreement Ext. M27, 
Alexander was the Supervisor. ( Q ) Have you ever given Alexander 
a posting order as Supervisor either before or after this agreement? 
( A ) Since it is already mentioned in Ext. M27 no posting order was 
given . It was not given to others also. If he was actually a 
Supervisor at the time of agreement that should have been by way 
of promotion , is it not ? ( A ) When a Senior Supervisor Mr. Maria 
puram retired he was promoted to the position of Process Supervisor 
before the agreement. Can you say definitely that there was an 
order of promotion for him ? ( A ) I do not remember. Normally 
we do not have the practice of issuing a written order of promotion . 
I was not cited and examined as a witness in the enquiry . Ext. M25 
was not produced at the time of enquiry . It was not brought to 
the notice of the enquiry officer. Ext. M25 was not included in the 
first list of documents submitted before this court . It was not 
produced in the enquiry or shown among the first list since we 
thought that it was not necessary . I am personally responsible for 
the non -production . It was under my sole custody who were all 
present at the time of execution of M25 ? ( A ) Myself , Labour Officer 
and the then General Manager P. K. Patel and one J. E. Mr. John . 
Ext. M25 has no witness recorded therein . Statements from 
Henry , Samuel and the driver also were taken . They were all in 
my custody and those statements were given over to the enquiry 
officer with the second statement of Alexander . The second state 
ment was given by Alexander when he was confronted with the 
statement of Henry, watcher and driver. Samuel was also there. 

R2.- Mr. Bhanu is a qualified Chemist. He was temporarily 
transferred to Madras during the period of long drawn out strike 
of the staff as a clerk . Now he has come back and he is working 
as an Asst. Chemist . Samuel has 22 years service. Alexander has 
only 6 years service. Watcher Tiwari belongs to the same union . 

10. The learned counsels argued their cases succinctly, referring 
to the contentions of the parties and to the oral and documentary 
evidence adduced by them respectively. The learned counsel for 
the Management has emphatically asserted that Shri P. C. Alexander 
is a Supervisor himself and can never be considered as a subordinate 
to Supervisor Shri Samuel and the misconduct proved against him 
is theft of the company property. He has pointed out that the 
enquiry was conducted justly and properly, that all the principles 
of natural justice were adhered to in the enquiry proceedings giving 
ample opportunities to the defence to adduce their evidence as well 
as to cross- examine the witnesses examined on behalf of the Manage 
* ment, that the findings of the enquiry officer are just and proper and 
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so the punishment meted out by the Management in the circums 
tances of the case can never be assailed . 

11. The learned counsel for the worker rebutted the arguments of 
the counsel for the Management saying that Shri Alexander was 
innocent, that the actual culprit is Supervisor Shri Samuel, who is 
the senior-most supervisor having a salary which is thrice that of 
Mr. Alexander, that Shri Alexander was only an Operator till 
recently and has become the junior-most supervisor only a few 
months before the incident, that Shri Alexander being a raw - junior 
has easily fallen to the viles of the senior most Supervisor Samuel 
who happened to be the General Secretary of the Union in which 
Shri Alexander was also a member. He has also added that the 
Management has deliberately left out the actual culprit Mr. Samuel 
and has unjustifiably . penalised the innocent Junior Supervisor 
Mr. Alexander and so Shri Alexander is entitled to be reinstated in 
service with full back wages and continuity of service . 

12. The charge- sheet dated 16-11-1972 issued 
Mir: P. C. Alexander contains the following misconducts : 
( i ) Theft , fraud , or dishonesty in connection with the 

Company s business or property ; 
( ii ) Breach of any factory rules or instructions given by 

superiors for the proper . functioning and safety of the 

factory ; and 
( iii) Pursuance of a conduct against the interest of the Company. 
13. On a careful appraisal of the facts of the case as borne out 
by the statements of the parties, the oral and documentary evidence 
and the arguments of the learned counsels of the parties respectively , 
I am constrained to hold as follows: 

Shri P. C. Alexander, the dismissed worker in this case, is a 
Junior Supervisor, who has been raised to such a position some 
months before the alleged incident happened . He was appointed 
as an Operator in the factory of Ms. Laxmi Starch Ltd., Kundara 
about six years before the date of dismissal and he was drawing only 
Rs. 68 as his basic salary till he was raised to the position of the 
Supervisor. Admittedly he was drawing only Rs. 100 as his basic 
pay even as a Supervisor, since he was one of the raw - juniors among 
the Supervisors. Shri K. J. Samuel is one of the Senior Supervisors 
in the factory admittedly having about 22 years of service and 
drawing a basic salary of about Rs. 250 per mensem excluding the 
D. A. on 14-11-1972 during the night shift between 4–12 p.m. 
Shri P. C. Alexander was supervisor in the process section and 
Shri K. J. Samuel was Supervisor in the Maintenance Section . At 
about 7.30 p.m. on 14-11-1972 Shri K. J. Samuel requested the Chief 
Chemist by a letter, copy of which was marked as Ext. W7, that 
worker Georgekutty was not feeling well and wanted to go home 
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and so the needful might be done. Accordingly the Management 
ordered the arrangement of a conveyance to Shri Georgekutty to go 
home and a car was sent to fetch Shri Georgekutty, the driver being 
one Sukumaran . At about 8 p.m. on 14-11-1972 , Shri P. C. Alexander 
returned to the factory after his supper , met Supervisor 
Shri K. J. Samuel in the Supervisor s room , when Shri Samuel in 
formed him about the indisposition of Shri Georgekutty and the 
arrangement of the car for taking him home. According to 
Shri Alexander Shri Samuel has also informed him that a M. S. 
plate is to be taken in the car for his use as he has obtained per 
mission from the Management for doing so and Fitter Henry may be 
instructed to take the same from its place, which is known to Henry 
and to place it in the car. The only witness who was examined on 
behalf of the workmen before this court other than the workman 
himself is Shri R. Gopala Pillai who is one of the Fitters in the 
factory having 24 years service there. He has categorically affirmed 
in the chief examination that Shri Samuel was speaking to Henry 

at about 8 p.m. on 14-11-1972 from within the Supervisor s room 
-- about placing the M. S. plate in the car which would arrive im 
mediately for taking Georgekutty to his house. He has un 
ambiguously affirmed that he has heard this conversation between 
Samuel and Henry and also that Shri Samuel has reminded Henry 
about their earlier talk regarding the M. S. plate. Shri Gopala 
Pillai has further deposed that Shri P. C. Alexander who came to the 
Supervisor s room after the departure of Henry was also informed by 
Shri Samuel about the M. S. plate etc. Shri Gopala Pillai has 
pointed out that he was hearing this conversation since he was 
squatting on the varanda in front of the Supervisor s room chewing 
pan as he was coming after his supper. In the cross -examination he 
has indisputably asserted that himself and Samuel were at a dis 
tance of 5 feet at that time and both of them could see each other 
and Mr. Samuel knew that Shri Gopala Pillai has heard the 
conversation with Mr. Henry and Alexander. He has pointed out 
in the cross -examination that he has seen both Henry and Alexander 
going to the car which was parked in front of the motor workshop . 
Inspite of the fact that this witness was cross-examined at length 
by the learned counsel for the Management the varacity of his 
version in the chief examination could not be discredited for a 
moment. 

14. It has to be noted that in the chief examination this witness 
has also pointed out that Shri Alexander asked Supervisor Samuel 
whether there was permission for taking the article outside the 
factory and Samuel has told him that there was permission from the 
Management. 

15. In the light of the afore-mentioned evidence the fact that 
Shri Alexander was led to believe, by Shri Samuel that the M. S. 
plate which was to be taken out in the car , arranged for taking 
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Georgekutty outside the factory to his house, was permitted to be 
taken by the Management cannot be denied . When the car came, 
driven by Mr. Sukumaran it was stopped in front of the motor 
workshop by Mr. Alexander and the M. S. plate was brought down 
by Shri Henry which was placed in the boot of the car by Mr. Henry 
himself . The alleged action of Shri Alexander is that he opened the 
boot of the car and was holding the same when the M. S. plate was 
placed inside the boot by Mr. Henry . According to the Management 
at the time when the boot was being closed by Shri Alexander the 
gate watcher Mr. Tiwari suspecting some foul play opened the boot, 
took out the M. S. plate and carried it to the office wherefrom all 
the officers came down and had been questioning all the concerned 
people including Mr. Samuel. 

16. After questioning Ms. Samuel, Henry and Alexander the 
Management had obtained the written statements from them and 
also from worker Joseph and Driver Sukumaran respectively . The 
Labour Officer had already obtained a statement from the Gate 
Watcher Tiwari. The statements given by Ms. Samuel, Henry and 
Alexander were both marked in the enquiry proceedings as well as 
before this court. They are Ext. M15 series 1 to 3 in the instant 
case . The statement given by Mr. Samuel is a very important piece 
of document in the case, since from the very outset the dismissed 
worker Mr. Alexander has unequivocally affirmed that the M. S. plate 
was placed in the boot of the car as per the instruction of 
Mr. K. G. Samuel who had convinced him that he has obtained 
permission from the Management for taking the same out of the 
factory for his own use and that he could not disbelieve Shri Samuel 
as to the veracity of this information since Shri Samuel was one 
of the seniormost Supervisors in the factory having about 22 years 
of service and since he was the General Secretary of the Staff Union 
in which Shri Alexander also was a member. Ext. M15 ( 1 ) is the 
statement of Shri Samuel, which is addressed to the General Manager 
and which reads as follows : 
" As Shri Alexander Supervisor given the statement that the 

plate (M. S.) is for me I am accepting that the plate is for 


me." 


On a reading of this statement, one may be persuaded to think that 
Mr. Samuel is accepting that the plate is for himself since Alexander 
has given such a statement meaning that K. G. Samuel wanted to 
safeguard Shri Alexander. But it is quite surprising to note, that 
in the enquiry when Shri Samuel was examined as one of the defence 
witnesses , he has given the translation of this statement as per the 
question put to him by the Labour Officer, as follows : 

" Q. 16 Statement- do 802 Demog mlonu moon.co G53 JOWOC20 ? 
1.1)... MOJA Money muszajmo Statement mmcom mungo / 
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M.O. 1 plate am 092cm7000 mm mm muasm709 m . nomom 
M 6 - movO070000 Coelwg 101c0nn , 
If the afore -mentioned translation is taken into consideration the 
exact words which should have been used by him in his English 
statement, should have been " according to the statement given by 
Shri Alexander I accept that the M.0.1 plate was for me.” Now , 
Shri Samuel is a Malayalee for whom the Malayalam language wili 
be definitely easier than the foreign language of English . Theic 
fore the translation given by him personally and directly in the 
enquiry , for his own English statement , should be considered as 
more apt and correct than the English statement itself. If so , 
Shri K. G. Samuel has indisputably admitted that as per the state 
ment of Shri Alexander he accepts that the M.0.1 plate was taken 
for his use. This answer has been elicited by none other than the 
Labour Officer in the enquiry proceedings by cross -examining him . 
Now , the statement given by Shri Alexander marked as Ext. M15 ( 3 ) 
before this court is to the effect that the M.O. plate was placed inside 
the car not for him , but for Mr. Samuel. It is also worthy to note 
that Mr. Henry also has given a statement to the very same effect, 
as Ext. M15 (2 ) wherein he states that he has placed the M.O. plate 
in the car for Samuel Sir . 

17. Before dealing with the witnesses. examined in the enquiry 
proceedings in the order, I hold that it is only just and reasonable 
on my part to deal with the version of Mr. K. G. Samuel given in 
the enquiry, although he was examined as a defence witness. It 
seems that Shri Alexander has cited Mr. Samuel as his witness not 
with the full belief that the witness would be helpful to him but with 
the only desire to question this witness and bring out the truth from 
him if possible so that he may be saved from further injury added to 

the insult already inflicted on him by Mr. Samuel by making him 
ya scape- goat. This can be easily understood on a perusal of the 

examination of Shri Samuel by Mr. Alexander. The very first 
question put to Shri Samuel by Shri Alexander in the chief 
examination in the enquiry is as follows: 

“ 14-11-1972 Oyond 0010 8 മ ണിക്കു ഊണു കഴിഞ്ഞു വരുമ്പോൾ 
ഒന്നും അറിയാത്ത എന്നെകൊണ്ടു സാമുവൽ പറഞ്ഞു ചെയ്യിപ്പിച്ച സംഗതി 
യുടെ വിവരങ്ങൾ പറയാമോ? 
The mode of questioning shows the utter inexperience of 
Mr. Alexander in this line. At the same time it would show that 
although Shri Samuel was cited as a defence witness the very first 
question of the dismissed worker to Samuel reeks with grief, pain , 
anger and agony. Of course Shri Samuel has answered it by an 
utter denial. On a perusal of the version of Shri Samuel in the 
enquiry Proceedings, it can be seen that it is full of denials and 

GA . 119 /MC . 
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is filed with answers to the effect that he does not remember. Any 
how in the chief examination by Shri Alexander , Shri Samuel has 
admitted that Shri Georgekutty, the ailing worker, is a relative of 
him and it was he , who has sent the chit to the superior officer for 
permitting Georgekutty to go home. He has also admitted that he 
has talked to the watcher when the watcher was carrying away the 
M. O. plate from the car to the office room . But he has denied that 

e had intimidated the watcher that the watcher will be thrown out 
of the Union if the plate is taken to the officers . 
18. Mr. Samuel was 

thereafter cross -examined by 
Mr. P. Raghavan , Labour Officer , Laxmi Starch Ltd., Kundara for the 
Management. He has questioned Shri Samuel whether he has not 
spoken to the watcher when the watcher was carrying away the 
M.O.plate to the office to the effect that the watcher should not take 
the plate to the office but should come down and talk with him and 
Samuel has answered that he had not asked the watcher to come 
down but had told him to do his duty . The Labour Officer continued 
further by asking him whether it was his duty to persuade the 
watcher to look after his duty, Shri Samuel answered in the negative. 
But he has admitted that the star between the place where he 
was sitting and the place where he talked with the watcher was 
about 100 feet, thus indirectly admitting that he has followed the 
watcher for a distance of 100 feet in order to talk to him before the 
watcher had taken the M. O. plate to the office . This very act of 
Shri Samuel would point out that he was interested in the affiar . 
But his version that he has followed the watcher upto a distance 
of 100 feet in order to persuade him to do his duty although the 
watcher was doing his duty commendably, is something which 
cannot be believed even for a moment. Therefore the assertion of 
Shri Alexander that Shri Samuel was running after the watcher 
Tiwari when he was carrying the M. O. plate to show the officers , 
for dissuading him from doing so, even by intimidation that he will 
be thrown out of the Union , has only to be believed . Therefore the 
fact that Shri Samuel was really apprehensive of detection of the 
M. O. plate by the authorities concerned , cannot be denied . In the 
light of these facts the version of Ms. Alexander and Henry as per 
their statements Ext. M15 ( 3 ) and (2 ) that the M. O. plate was 
placed in the boot of the car only as per the instruction of 
Mr. Samuel can only be considered to be true and correct. 

19. The fact that Shri Samuel was blowing hot and cold in his 
version before the enquiry officer can be easily gathered by going 
through his statement further . The Labour Officer has questioned 
Shri Samuel whether he was given any charge -sheet previously. 
But Shri Samuel did not have the guts to say that he was not served 
with any charge- sheet, but he has answered only that he does not 
remember. Whether he might or might not have been served with 
the charge -sheets previously is not a question of dispute here. But 
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it has to be noted that even this question was not properly answered 
by Shri Samuel evading and avoiding the same which would clearly 
declare that here is a person who has got an aversion for speaking 
the truth . At any rate, Shri Samuel has admitted that he had 
decided to go with Georgekutty in the car if Georgekutty would ask 
for the same. That also shows that Mr. Samuel was aiming to go 
out in the car with Georgekutty carrying the M. O. plate in the boot . 
It has to be noted here, that it has already come in evidence in the 
enquiry that ShriGeorgekutty is not only a relative of Mr. Samuel, 
but Ms. Georgekutty and Samuel are also neighbours . Therefore 
if the car is taken to Georgekutty s house it is easy for Mr. Samuel 
to take the M.O. plate to his house which is nereby. When Henry 
was examined in the enquiry at the outset he has clearly said that 
after 4-30 p.m. on 14-11-1972 Supervisor Samuel took him to the 
water treatment plant and after finishing the work there , when 
they were coming back M.0.1 plate was lying on the floor and 
Shri Samuel has asked Henry to take it and keep it in a place. On 
the basis of this the Labour Officer has asked Mr. Samuel in the 
cross- examination when he has admitted that himself and Henry 
went to the water treatment secti for inspection between 6-30 p.m. 
and 7 p.m., whether he has instructed Henry to take M.0.1 plate which 
was lying on the floor and keep it in a particular place . Shri Samuel 
did not dare to answer the question properly , but has simply 
answered that he does not remember . If he had not instructed 
Henry to do so there was no reason why he did not deny the same. 
But as can be seen , that, the answer is that he does not remember, 
thereby he has cunningly avoided answering the question truly and 
correctly.Thereafter the Labour Officer has very shrewdly questioned 
him about his statement M6, which is marked before this court as 
Ext. M15 ( 1 ) , as follows: 

" I know about the preliminary enquiry conducted by the Labour 
Officer on that date. Ext. M6 is the statement given by me 
then . But I have not enquired whether Alexander has given 
a statement when I was giving Ext. M6 statement. The Labour 
Officer and the Junior Engineer told me that Alexander has 
stated in his statement in such and such a way , I have given 
Ext. M6 statement accordingly . 
( Q ) As Jesus Christ has shouldered the sin of all the human 
beings have you shouldered the sin of Alexander and Henry 
by yourself ? 
( A ) It was so . 
( Q ) Jesus Christ who was in you when you were writing Ext. M6 
has gone from you now ? 
( A ) Gone." 
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20. Although the afore-mentioned question and answer are very 
interesting, the spirit of the same would simply declare that here 
is a person who had spoken the truth at first, but has resiled from 
the same with an ulterior motive. In fact Jesus Christ was in him 
at the time when he was speaking the truth and now since Jesus 
Christ has left him , the devil must have usurped the place and that 
is why Shri Samuel who has admitted with alacrity at first that the 
M. O. plate was meant for him , has now turned about and declared 
that he had nothing to do with the same and that he had not instru 
cted either Henry or Alexander to place the same in the boot of the 
car. But Shri Samuel cannot get away with this , because of his 
own admission that he himself had the idea of going in the car with 
Georgekutty and that he has followed the watcher Tiwari for a 
distance of 100 feet and caught up with him and talked to him at 
the time when the M. O. plate was being carried by the watcher from 
the boot of the car to show the authorities concerned . These 
admitted actions would show that Shri Samuel who according to 
the Management was the Maintenance Supervisor and had nothing 
to do with the process supervisor etc., had a very uncanny interest 
in the whole affair and was trying his best to avoid the detection 
of the M. O. plate by the superior authorities . Further he has 
admitted that M15 ( 1 ) statement was given by him in the presence 
of Ms. Alexander and Henry. That shows that he could not give 
a false statement in their presence at the outset. He has then added 
that M6 statement was given by him voluntarily and without any. 
body s persuasion . It was then he has translated M6 statement 
from English to Malayalam . Thereafter he has added that these 
statements were given by him and the delinquent workers on an 
expectation that if they confess the truth and plead guilty they will 
be pardoned. Although he was using the term " we” at first later 
on he has corrected himself as I meaning that he was under that 
expectation . Even from this statement it can be understood that 
Ext. M15 ( 1 ) statement was given by him on an expectation that if 
truth is spoken out he would be pardoned and now since the Manage 
ment has taken a different attitude and started the enquiry he has 
resiled from the same in order to save himself . 

21. In the cross -examination of Mr. Samuel by Mr. Henry as an 
answer to a direct question whether he has not talked to Henry to 
take M. O. 1 plate and keep it in a particular place when he was 
inspecting the water treatment section with Henry , he has answered 
" I do not now remember to have said so " . Here also it can be clearly 
seen that the witness is avoiding a direct answer by saying so. If 
Samuel had not asked Henry to take the M. O. 1 plate and keep it 
in a place during the inspection on 14-11-1972 he could have ans 
wered it boldly that he has never asked him . But he was simply 
evading a direct answer in order to save the situation . At the fag 
end of the cross -examination of Shri Samuel by Henry , he has put 
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the question whether Samuel was not trying to take away some 
aluminium plates in a packet at the time when the car was about 
to take Georgekutty and whether he had not thrown the packet 
away when the M. 0. 1 plate was detected . Of course Shri Samuel 
has answered this in the negative . 

22. Thus on an anxious consideration of the evidence adduced 
by Mr. Samuel in the enquiry proceedings it can be seen that here 
is a person who was blowing hot and cold to suit the occasions and 
has been indirectly admitting that he was speaking the truth when 
he has given Ext. M15 ( 1 ) statement at the outset and thereafter 
he has resiled from the same in order to save himself, although 
thereby he has endangered the career of two innocent people who 
were unwittingly helping him without knowing that he was perpe 
trating a crime although he was behind the curtain . Even the enquiry 
officer in his findings after discussing this part of the matter, has 
observed as follows: 

" From the circumstances mentioned above it could be seen 
through that Sri K. J. Samuel had an important role in the 
commission of this offence and such employees are a danger 

to the Company " . 
But inspite of such conclusions the enquiry officer has found Shri 
P. C. Alexander as guilty for which he has recommended the capital 
punishment of dismissal. Definitely the findings regarding Shri 
Þ . C. Alexander, especially in the circumstances mentioned above, 
are quite perverse in the light of the evidence adduced before him 
by the defence. At any rate on a meticulous scrutiny of the evidence 
adduced before the enquiry officer as well as before me, the conclu 
sion is irresistable that Shri Samuel is the real culprit in the matter. 
The entire transactions from start to finish had been engineered 
by him . Even if it is considered that Georgekutty , a relative and 
a neighbour of Samuel, was really sick , the first step for taking him 
home is seen to have been taken by Samuel and no one else and 
because of his experience for about two decades in the Company, 
Shri Samuel would have known that the Company car will be given 
for taking out Georgekutty . It has also come in evidence that 
Samuel has already told Henry to put the M. S. plate in a particular 
place earlier and it has further come in evidence through Gopala 
Pillai, WW2, that Shri Samuel has directly asked Henry to take the 
plate and place it in the boot of the car which will be sent for taking 
Georgekutty from the factory to his home. 

23. Thus taking all the facts mentioned above into consideration 
the evidence adduced by the defence both before the enquiry officer 
as well as before me, to the effect that Shri Samuel has told Mr. 
P. C. Alexander that he had obtained permission from the Manage 
ment for taking out the M. O. 1 plate for his use, appears to be only 
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true and correct . Although WW2 Shri Gopala Pillai was not exa 
mined in the enquiry , he being one of the important witnesses as far 
as the defence is concerned, since he has heard the conversation 
between Supervisor Samuel and Henry and Alexander , the defence 
has done well producing him before this court for examining him 
on their side. Shri Gopala Pillai, a fitter having 24 years of Service 
in the factory has unambiguously stated in support of the defence 
case and as I have mentioned earlier the veracity of his version in 
the chief could not be discredited by the Management inspite of long 
cross- examination. Therefore it is only just and reasonable on my 
part to come to the indisputable conclusion that Shri Samuel has 
convinced Shri Alexander , a raw - junior Supervisor and a member 
of the Union where Samuel reigns as the supreme authority, viz ., 
the General Secretary, by his glib -tongued lies that he has obtained 
permission from the Management to take out the M. S. Plate and 
had made the innocent youngman a stooge and a tool in his hands. 
Now , since Alexander being a mach Junior Supervisor and since 
Samuel was one of the senior -most Supervisors and the General 
Secretary of the Union , when Shri Samuel has told Shri Alexander 
that he had obtained permission from the Management it cannot be 
expected of Alexander to question Shri Samuel as to the veracity of 
the same and to demand the production of the gate pass or whatever 
it is necessary, for taking out the article. Further it has also come 
in evidence that either the permission or the gate pass need be pro 
duced before the Gate Watcher at the time of taking the article 
from the premises of the factory. Therefore it is only just and 
reasonable on the part of any reasonable person to come to the 
conclusion that Shri Samuel was the real culprit who had been 
manipulating from the top to bottom and from the start to finish , 
the incident which unfortunately was mis - fired inspite of his crooked 
and crafty nature. 

24. Now , the most important witness cited and examined by 
the Management on their side in the enquiry proceedings is Shri 
Ravindranath Tiwari, the watcher who has taken out the M. S. plate 
from the boot of the car on 14-11-1972 at the relevant time. Of 
course the dismissed worker has from the very outset admitted 
that the M. S. plate was placed in the boot of the car and that it 
was taken out by watcher Tiwari from there. Therefore as long 
as the main allegation is concerned , there is no question of want 
of any extraneous evidence. But on 14-11-1972 itself Ms. Samuel, 
Henry and Alexander had given Ext. M15 statements series 1 to 
3 in which Ms. Henry and Alexander have unanimously affirmed 
that the M. S. plate was placed in the boot of the car for the sake 
of Supervisor Samuel to be taken out for his own use and Mr. Samuel 
has admitted in his statement that it was taken so for his use. 
Therefore the mere placing of the M. S. plate in the boot of the car 
as such will not incriminate Shri Alexander as to have committed 
the offence of theft, because if the version that the M. S. plate was 
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placed in the boot of the car by the instruction of Supervisor Samuel 
and also because of his assurance that he has obtained permission 
from the Management, is true, Shri Alexander will be exculpated 
from the liability of committing an offence under theft and the 
Management will be forced to proceed against the real culprit, viz ., 
Shri K. J. Samuel for taking out a property of the Company if he 
has not obtained permission for the same. Now on a meticulous 
scrutiny of the facts of the case from the very beginning, it can 
be seen that the Management is quite reluctant to proceed against 
Shri Samuel. This may be because he was the General Secretary 
of a powerful union in the establishment. Anyhow the fact remains 
that they have not proceeded against Shri Samuel even now , inspite 
of the fact that the enquiry officer has declared unambiguously 
that " such employees are a danger to the Company" . At the same 
time the Management had to do something in the matter as it was 
a case of alleged theft, in order to dissuade any other worker who 
may nurture the idea of committing theft regarding the innumerable 
number of properties of value , strewn within the premises of the 
factory . Naturally they have fallen upon the unfortunate Junior 
Supervisor, who had been unwittingly acting as a stooge, because 
of the viles and guiles of a senior officer who has put in service for 
a quarter of a century in the concern . Therefore the Management 
has spoken through the witness Tiwari who was admittedly the 
Gate Watcher that he was called by Shri Alexander and directed 
for getting down Georgekutty from his workspot where he was 
lying because of his ailment, in order to throw a suspicion on him , 
viz., that Alexander has tried to divert the attention of the Gate 
Watcher at the time when he wanted to commit the offence. It 
is quite unexpected of a Supervisor or of anybody for that matter, 
who has an authority in the Company, to call a Gate Watcher and 
to send him as a messenger on an errand since he was watching 
the gate in the night shift and it is also unexpected of a Gate Watcher 
to leave his workspot for someother job even if he was asked to do 
so by another employee of the Company who cannot be specifically 
considered as a superior officer having the power of supervision and 
control over him . Therefore the action of the watcher in leaving 
his workspot, especially when he was the main Gate Watcher of 
the factory , is truly a dereliction of duty and the action of Alexander 
if at all he has called the Watcher from his workspot for doing 
another job in another part of the factory compound, must also be 
considered as an irresponsible action. When these facts are taken 
into consideration it appears that the possibility of Alexander calling 
the watcher for going to a corner of the factory to bring down a 
worker is highly improbable and the case of Alexander that he has 
asked worker P. Joseph to take down Georgekutty to the car , is 
more probable. In this case as against the version of Tiwari that 
he was asked by Alexander to take down Georgekutty, the state 
ments of both P. Joseph and Georgekutty in the enquiry proceedings, 
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loom large. Both of them have unanimously asserted that the 
version of Alexander is correct. P. Joseph would say that he has 
gone to fetch Georgekutty and Georgekutty would say that it was 
Shri P. Joseph who came to fetch him and actually he was leaning 
on P. Joseph when he came out of the workspot towards the Super 
visor s room . Any stretch of cross-examination of Georgekutty 
by the Labour Officer could not discredit the veracity of his version 
and he has unambiguously asserted that Tiwari has never come to 
him at any time during his ailment to fetch him from the workspot 
and that he had not at all seen Tiwari. By any stretch of imagi 
nation I cannot come to the conclusion that the stand taken up by 
the enquiry officer is correct in believing Tiwari, the only witness 
on the side of the Management who has spoken to the allegation 
that he was instructed by Alexander to go away from his workspot 
to a far off portion of the factory premises to fetch Georgekutty, 
as against the unanimous version of both P. Joseph as well as George 
kutty that it was P. Joseph who was taking out Georgekutty and 
that Georgekutty was leaning on P. Joseph when he was coming 
out of the workspot to the Supervisor s room . Admittedly the 
evidence of Tiwari in this matter is not corroborated by anybody. 
Yet the enquiry officer has utterly disbelieved both P. Joseph as 
well as Georgekutty on this score, which is without assigning any 
cogent reasons. He has cited certain portions of the version of 
ShriGeorgekutty in the cross-examination in the enquiry proceedings. 
But any reasonable person can only be convinced that the version 
of Georgekutty cannot be considered as to be false at any rate. The 
enquiry officer has remarked as follows regarding this matter , in his 
findings. 

" Even if the defence version that Sri P. Joseph was asked to 
fetch Sri Georgekutty from the place of work to the place where 
the car was parked is accepted that will not discredit the testi 
mony of Sri Thiwari the Watcher . Admittedly Sri Georgekutty 
had seen Sri Thiwari the Watcher that day at the Supervisor s 
room . In answer to a further question he said that he did 
not see that man . There is no dispute with regard to the sending 
of Sri Thiwari or Shri P. Joseph . In this case whoever might 
be the messenger the offences with which the delinquents are 

charged are proved ." 
From the afore-mentioned findings it can be seen that the enquiry 
officer has not actually found that Thiwari was the messenger who 
was sent to fetch Shri Georgekutty from his workspot. At the 
most what Shri Georgekutty admitted was that he had seen Shri 
Thiwari in the Supervisor s room . The Labour Officer Mr. Raghavan 
was conducting a very roving cross -examination of Georgekutty 
and was asking him repeatedly certain questions which a fair enquiry 
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officer would not have allowed . Yet Shri Georgekutty was main 
taining what he had said at the outset, that it was Joseph who 
came to his work spot to fetch him . As can be seen from the 
statement of the enquiry officer in his findings as shown above, that 
*the enquiry officer is at last satisfying himself that at least 
Shri Georgekutty has admitted to have seen Shri Tiwari 
in the Supervisor s room . But he has forgotten the fact that 
Shri Georgekutty has unambiguously affirmed in the cross-examina 
tion of the Labour Officer , that he has come to the Supervisor s room 
only at 9.30 p.m. on that day when he was taken there by Shri 
P. Joseph , whereas the incident of the car and the alleged theft 
had taken place between 8 and 8.30 p.m. Therefore if at all Shri 
Tiwari would have been sent for fetching Shri Georgekutty by Shri 
Alexander as alleged by the Management, it should have been 
definitely between 8 and 8.30. Therefore seeing Tiwari in the 
Supervisor s room at 9.30 p.m. will not at any rate discredit the 
veracity of the version of Shri Georgekutty that. Shri Thiwari 
did not come to his workspot to fetch him as alleged by the Manage 
ment. Finally it can be seen that the enquiry officer is consoling 
himself by stating that " there is no dispute with regard to the 
sending of Shri Thiwari or Shri Joseph ” . Therefore from his own 
statements in the findings, it can be construed , that the enquiry 
officer has not come to a definite conclusion regarding the person 
who was sent for fetching Georgekutty , by Shri Alexander . As 
long as he has not come to a definite conclusion to that effect, the 
allegation that Shri P. C. Alexander was trying to divert the atten 
tion of Shri Thiwari, the Watcher from the scene of occurrence, 
by sending him to fetch Shri Georgekutty from a remote corner 
of the premises of the factory can never hold good . Therefore 
the allegation of the culpability of Shri Alexander, by the Manage 
ment, is proved baseless and false. As a last resort the enquiry 
officer then points out as follows: 

" In this case whoever might be the messenger the offence with 

which the delinquents are charged are proved." 

It is quite baffling how the enquiry officer has come to this 
conclusion . If the allegation of sending Thiwari etc., falls to the 
ground then the only overt act of Alexander is the opening of the 
boot of the car for placing the M. S. plate into the boot by Henry. 
This is admitted by Shri Alexander from the very outset as per 
his statement Ext. M15 ( 3 ) and that act as such cannot be considered 
to be an offence, is already observed by me for the reasons stated 
above. Therefore by any stretch of imagination one can come to 
the only conclusion , that Shri Thiwari s evidence can 
considered as to have proved the commission of the misconduct 
by the dismissed worker. 

25. In the light of my discussions above I hold that it is only · 
just and reasonable on my part to discuss further whether the dis 
missed worker has committed the misconducts as alleged against 
him in the charge-sheet as such. 

GA . 119 /MC. 
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Misconduct No. (i) Theft, fraud , or dishonesty in connection with 

the Company s business or property . 
The offence of theft is defined in Sec. 378 of Chapter XVII of the 
Indian Penal Code as amended upto date which is as follows: 

" 378. Theft. Whoever intending to take dishonestly 
any 
movable property out of the possession of any person without 
that person s consent moves that property in order to such 
taking is said to commit theft." 

As can be seen from the wording , the ingredients which are 
necessary for the commission of the offence of theft are intention 
to take dishonestly any movable property and movement of that 
property from out of the possession of any person without his 
consent in order to such taking. In the instant case there is no 
allegation of the Management that the property , viz., M. 0. 1 plate 
was intended by Shri P. C. Alexander for taking it dishonestly and 
that he has moved the property in order to such taking . There is 
also not even an iota of evidence either before the enquiry officer 
or before this court, to the effect that Shri Alexander has intended 
to take the property dishonestly for his own use and with that 
intention he has moved the property. Therefore all the ingredients 
of the offence of theft regarding the action of Shri P. C. Alexander, 
are not at all proved to be present and so the allegation falls to the 
ground in toto . There is neither fraud nor dishonesty in connection 
with the Company s business or property. When Shri Alexander 
has been completely convinced that the M. O. plate was permitted 
by the Management to be taken out by Shri K. J. Samuel , he has 
not committed any act fraudulently or dishonestly when M. O. plate 
was placed in the boot of the car as per the direction of Shri Samuel 
who happens to be one of the senior most Supervisors and also the 
General Secretary of the Union wherein Shri Alexander himself 
is a member . Thus misconduct No. 1 is disproved . 
26. Misconduct No. ( ii) Breach of any factory rules or instruc 

tions given by superiors for the proper func 

tioning and safety of the factory . 
There is no allegation as such that Shri Alexander has committed 
any breach of any factory rules or instructions given by superiors 
for the proper functioning and safety of the property. He has 
not created any situation wherein the factory s proper functioning 
was thwarted or the safety of the factory was marred . If an article 
is taken out of the factory with the permission of the Management 
there is no question of proper or improper, functioning or safety 
of the factory. Therefore this allegation of misconduct also falls 
to the ground . 
27. Misconduct No. ( iii) Pursuance of a conduct against the 

interest of the company. 
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Of course if Shri P. C. Alexander was deliberately conniving 
with anybody for the commission of a theft of an article from the 
Company, it should be construed as a conduct against the interest 
of the Company. But as I have discussed at length , Shri Alexander 
has never been consciously and deliberately conniving with anybody 
and pursuing a conduct against the interest of the Company. It 
is only human susceptibility that anybody who is a raw - junior be 
influenced by a much senior man , when he is convinced that the 
act which is proposed to be done by the senior man is only just 
and reasonable since it is done with the permission of the Manage 
ment. It has to be appreciated, that situated as he was in relation 
to a senior and highly responsible employee like Supervisor Samuel, 
Shri Alexander had been carried away by his words and acted 
according to his words believing them to be true. Of course it has 
to be remembered that Shri Alexander was till recently an ordinary 
operator newly promoted as the Junior Supervisor and drawing only 
about one third of the salary of Samuel. It has also come in evidence 
that as an Operator he was working under Samuel for the major 
portion of his service. Further Samuel also is the Secretary of the 
Staff Union in which Alexander is an ordinary member. In this 
background, the laxity on the part of Shri Alexander as in the case 
of Shri Henry , to ask for the written permission from the Manage 
ment for taking out the M. S. plate, is understandable and pardonable. 
It is here that it must be considered as an instance of human suscepti 
bilities . This aspect seems to have been considered by the Manage 
ment in awarding a lesser punishment to Shri Henry . But it has 
been completely lost sight of in the matter of Shri Alexander who 
has been awarded the capital punishment of dismissal from Service. 

28. In the light of the discussions above it is only just and reason 
able on my part to come to the conclusion that the punishment 
awarded to Shri Alexander is definitely shockingly disproportionate 
to the misconduct alleged to have been committed by him . Regarding 
this position the famous ruling of the Supreme Court of India 
reported in 1965 I LLJ 462 has to be followed . This ruling was 
passed by Their Lordships Chief Justice P. B. Gajendragadkar, 
Justice Shri K. N. Wanchoo and Justice Shri M. Hidayathulla , 
wherein it was held that " the Industrial Tribunal could interfere 
with the punishment when it is shockingly disproportionate to the 
misconduct or is such as no reasonable employer would ever impose 
in the circumstances" . Their Lordships have observed further as 
follows: 

.But where the punishment is shockingly dispro 
portionate regard being had to the particular conduct and the 
past record or is such , as no reasonable employer would ever 
impose in like circumstances, the tribunal may treat the imposi 
tion of such punishment as itself victimisation or unfair labour 
practice ." 
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According to this ruling the Industrial Tribunal can simply interfere 
in the matter and set aside the illegal dismissal on the grounds of 
victimisation and unfair labour practice. Even otherwise in the 
instant case I am entitled to go into the matter as an appellate court 
as the matter comes under the purview of Sec. 11A of the Industrial 
Disputes Act. Therefore it would be a travesty of justice if I am 
not interfering in this case and impart justice to the unfortunate 
and innocent young Supervisor who is the dismissed worker in this 
case . But before concluding my award it will be a dereliction of 
duty on my part not to refer further to the findings of the enquiry 
officer which are quite perverse in any sense of the matter . 

29. In the ruling of the Supreme Court of India reported in 1969 
II LLJ 377 passed by Their Lordships Justice Mr. Bargava and 
Justice Mr. C. A. Vaidialingam , the question what is a perverse 
finding was discussed and explained elaborately. It was held that 
the test of perversity is that the findings may not be supported 
by legal evidence and another case of perversity is that “ when the 
findings are such which no reasonable person could have arrived at 
on the basis of the materials before him " . In this case I have to 
point out that the findings are such which no reasonable person 
could have arr ved at on the basis of materials before him ; At the 
fag end of the findings the enquiry officer has even come to the extent 
of stating that Shri P. C. Alexander should have taken due care 
before he blindly obeyed Shri K. J. Samuel believing his statement 
that Shri Samuel had obtained sanction from the appropriate autho 
rities to take M. O. 1 plate for his own use. Therefore by entering 
such findings the enquiry officer has indisputably admitted that 
Shri Alexander has believed the statement of Shri K. J. Samuel 
regarding the obtaining of sanction from the appropriate authorities 
for taking M. 0. 1 plate for his own use. Immediately thereafter 
he would say that the allegation that he did so as per the direction 
of Shri K. J. Samuel is also not proved. Therefore the enquiry 
officer as I have mentioned earlier, is not convinced whether the 
dismissed worker was led to believe by Shri K. J. Samuel as to his 
obtaining permission from the Management or not, as in the case 
of the messenger sent in order to fetch Georgekutty regarding which 
he has stated either Thiwari or Joseph might have gone to fetch 
Georgekutty . In both these instances he has forgotten that if Shri 
Alexander has believed Shri Samuel as to the obtaining of permission 
from the Management Shri Alexander must be considered to be not 
guilty . Similarly, if Shri Thiwari is not sent for fetching Shri 
Georgekutty Alexander cannot be considered to be guilty of 
diverting the attention of the Gate Watcher at the time when the 
M. 0. 1 plate was placed in the boot. Therefore taking the findings 
as a whole any reasonable person can come to the only conclusion 
that here is an enquiry officer who was not convinced that the delin 
quent worker was either guilty or not guilty . But at the same time 
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he has concluded that Shri P. C. Alexander is guilty of the charges 
levelled against him under Standing Orders clause 23 IV (b ) ( g ) and 
( 0 ) which amounts to gross misconduct, which in his view warrants 
dismissal. From the above it can be seen that the findings entered 
into by the enquiry officer are typical examples of perversity . 

30. In the light of my discussions and findings above , I hold 
that the action of the Management in dismissing Shri P. C. Alexander 
is utterly unjustifiable and patently illegal. 

31. The next question that has to be decided by me is the relief 
due to Shri P. C. Alexander. The Supreme Court of India has 
declared in their ruling reported in 1971 ( 1 ) LLJ 233 that the question 
of granting the relief of reinstatement or payment of compensation 
is a matter within the judicial discretion of the Labour Court or the 
Tribunal dealing with the dispute, the general rule in the absence 
of any special circumstances being of reinstatement. It was also 
held that the discretion has to be exercised safeguarding the fair 
play towards the employees on the one hand and interest of the 
employer including consideration of discipline in the establishment 
on the other hand. Following the observations of Their Lordships 
of the Supreme Court, mentioned above , I hold that I am liable to 
safeguard the fair play towards the employee on the one hand and 
also of the employer s including consideration of the discipline in 
the establishment on the other hand in the matter of exercising my 
judicial discretion for granting the relief . In the instant case it 
cannot be denied that fair play was not shown towards the employee 
by the Management. The Management was throughout vindictive 
and have meted out the capital punishment to an innocent Junior 
Supervisor leaving out the actual culprit. Regarding the interest 
of the emloyer , especially in the matter of discipline in the establish 
ment, since it is a case foisted against an innocent man , he has not 
violated any principles of discipline in the establishment. Further 
it has come in evidence that after the incident and after the un 
fortunate worker was dismissed from service, the Staff Union has 
simply thrown out the General Secretary , viz., the Senior Supervisor 
Shri K. J. Samuel and has informed the Management that the 
Management should not deal with Shri Samuel in the capacity of 
the General Secretary of the Staff Union , since he is ousted from 
the Union . This action of the workers would show that they are 
convinced of the innocence of Shri P. C. Alexander and the cunning 
and crafty nature of Shri Samuel and they have got ridden of Shri 
Samuel for good . Thus the action of the Management in dismissing 
Shri Alexander has itself created unrest among the workers which 
would be definitely harmful to the discipline in the establishment. 
Therefore the only decision which would redress the grievance of 
the innocent worker as well as resuscitate the discipline in the esta 
blishment is to order the reinstatement of the dismissed worker 
forthwith , with continuity of service and I do so . 
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32. Now unfortunately Shri Alexander has fallen a prey to the 
viles and guiles of a Senior Supervisor and has been creating a situ 
ation in the establishment. As a 

measure of reminding Shri 
Alexander that he has to be more careful hence- forward, I direct 
that the Management need pay him only half the wages due to him 
for the loss of his service during the relevant period . 

33. Thus I pass my award in terms specified above and this 
award shall come into force on the expiry of thirty days from the 
date of its publication in the Government Gazette . 


Alleppey , 
3-8-1974 . 


K. P. M. SHERIFF , 

Industrial Tribunal. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. Rt. No. 433/74 /LBR . 

Daled , Trivandrum , 7th May 1974 . 
The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut in respect of the dispute 
between the Secretary, Ernakulam District Wholesale Co-operative 
Consumers Stores Ltd., No. E 122, M.G.Road, Cochin - 16 and their wo k 
men represented by the Secretary , Ernakulim District Whol.sule Co 
operative Consumer Stores, No. E. 122, Staff Association , Cant onsl ed 
Road , Near Boat Jetty , Ernakulam received by Government on 25-4- 1971 
is hereby published under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(Central Act XIV of 1947 ). 

By order of the Governor, 

P. P. MATHULLA , 

Under Secretary. 
Before the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
(Monday , the 22nd day of April, Nineteen hundred 

and seventy- four ) 

Present 
SRI R. K. VENU NAYAR , P. A. B. L , 

Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 5/71 

Between 
The Secretary , Ernakulam District Wholesale Co-operative 
Consumers Stores Ltd., No. E. 122, M.G.Road, Cochin - 16 . 

And 
The Secretary , Ernakulam District Wholesale Co -operative 

Consumer Stores, No. E. 122, Staff Association , 
Cannonsled Road, Near Boat Jetty, Ernakulam 

AWARD 
1. This is an industrial dispute referi ed to this Tribunal by Govern 
ment of Kerala as per order No. G.O. RT. 71/71 ESWD dated 
Trivandrum , 20-1-1971, for adjudication . The issue referred are the 
following : 

1 Punishment of Sri A. V. Radhakrishnan . 
2 . Punishment of Sri E. V. Kumaran . 
3 . Dismissal of Smt Lilly Antony . 
4 . Dismissal of Sri K. A. Zainuddin . 

5 . Payment of Incentive to Branch Staff . 
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2. The union appeared before this Tribunal and filed their statement. 
At a later stage the union counsel stated that they are not pressing issue 
No. 4 . So only issues other than issue No. 4 are discussed and decided in 
this case . 

The management also filed their claim statement and adduced 
oral and documentary evidence. 

3. The Union s case is the following : 

Sri A. V. Radhakrishnan , who is interested in Issue No. I joined 
the Store on 18-1-1964. While he was working in -charge of the vegetable 
section , Department Store, Ernakulam , a memo was issued to him . There 
were 8 allegations there and the union would say that they are all incorrect. 
A reply was given and thereafter a domestic enquiry was conducted 
by an enquiry officer. On the basis of the findings the management 
cancelled the promotion already given to him to work as a branch manager 
and he was reverted and posted as a sales assistant. Aggrieved by this 
order he appealed to the board of directors ; but that has not been replied 
so far. Regarding the enquiry the union would say that the enquiry 
officer has enlarged the scope of enquiry and has meterially altered or 
mo:lified the charges. The worker wanted the assistance of a co-worker 
at the enquiry but the enquiry officer denied it. The entire proceeding 
is based on a complaint made by a customer and that complainant was 
not inade available for cross-examination at the enquiry . It is , therefore 
stated that the findings are not based on legal evidence. For a number 
of reasons the union states that the findings cannot be accepted and they 
want this punishment to be set aside. 

4 . Sri Ex . V. Kumaran , another sales Assistant is interested in 
Issue No. 2. He was promoted as a branch manager and he assumed 
charge of the shop from 3-6-1968. He received a charge memo with certain 
allegations and an enquiry was conducted . Pending this enquiry the 
worker was placed under Suspension . On the basis of the findings 
the Society imposed the punishment of harring his future promotions and 
the period of suspension was treated as suspension without salary and 
allowances. He deni s the allegations in the memo. According to him 
ihe branch manager of the shop is responsible for the shortage in the sale 
proceedings. This employee had nothing to do with it. Here also it is 
stated that the enquiry was not proper and the findings cannot be justified . 
The management adoped this only as a measure of victimisation and 
hence the punishment shou d be scrapped . 

5. Another sales Assistant worked in the woman s branch is 
interested in Issue No. 3. There was a branch manager. She is to manage 
the affairs of the branch and when the stock was verifie ! it was found 
that there was shortage or dcficit and charges were framed against both 
these persons. The branch manager and this worker were asked to 
explain why their services should not be terminated . This worker was 
placed under suspension and an enquiry was ordered . She said that she 
is innocent. But the enquiry officer issued a charge sheet and this worker 
would say that here also the enquiry officer - enlarged the scope o enquiry 
and modified the charges. On the basis of the fin lings of the enquiry 
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officer the management dismissed the worker froin service. The union 
would say that this is illegal. The offence if any , is to be explained by 
the branch manager and the branch manager is solely responsible for 
cash and articles in the custody of the branch . It is pointed out that at 
the enquiry two 

witnesses were examined on behalf of the management 
and thereafter deposition of 7 witnesses examined in another enquiry 
by the same enquiry officer wa: treated as part of evidence against this 
worker with ut allowing this worker to cross-examine those witnesses. This 
enquiry was conducted against the branch manager under wl.om she 
wasworking at the relevant time. The evidence of this branch manager 
was treated by the enquiry officer as evidence of a defence witness in the 
case of this worker. This is illegal and cannot be just ficd . For these 
reasons it is stated that the enquiry could not be upheld and the punish 
ment has to bc vacated. 

6 . I sue No. 5 relates to payment of incentive to branch s aff. This 
management introduced an incentive scheme for branch managers and sales 
assistants for retail branches in 1965. The scheme was published and a 
target was also fixed and for every sale above this target a fixed bonus was 
also declared . The managernent all on a sudden stopped the benefits of 
this scheme with effect from July , 1967. In its place the management 
unilaterally imposed a scheme and the union wouli say that this has been 
done in violation of statutory provisions. The un on had pointed out that 
the stoppage of incentive scheme is illegal and inspite of this the manage 
ment resorted to this change and the union would say that the management 
has no right to alter this in the way in which they have done it. 

7. The management refutes these contentions in the reply statement. 
The charge was issued to Sri. A. V. Radhakrishnan and his explanation 
was obtained . An enquiry was held therafter and the worker participated 
in it. Every opportunity was given to him to take part in the enquiry and 
to prove his innocence . The enquiry officer found him guilty and conside 
ring the gravity of the offence the management decided to demote him . 
Regarding the non -availability of the complaint of the complainant the 
management would say that the complainant was not available but the 
complaint was made available to hi:n at the enquiry . That was marked as 
an exhibit in the domestic enquiry . Persons who had personal knowledge 
of this incide : tendered evidence at the enquiry and so these allegeations 
against the erquiry would not held good . There was another complaint also 
that he falsely reported of a theft while working in the press depot. The 
worker was asked to produce the copy of the complaint : but he failed to do 
that. The man igement would say that they asked the worker to get the assi 
stance ofany person other than the office bearer of the union suggested by him . 
The allegations raised against the enquiry officer are also incorrect. The 
management carefully perused the enquiry report and gave only the mild 
punishment for this grave offence . After this demotion he was asked to 
report for duty and letters were also sent to him to this effect He was also 


asked to show causc wliy his name should notbe removed for continuous 
absence without leave and without medical certificate . Since he has 
not cared to comply with this order the inanagement presumed that he 
abandoned the job under the society. So he is not entitled to any relief and 
so he is not a worker any longer under this management. 

8 . A memo was issued and an enquiry was conducted against certain 
charges alleged against Sri E. V. Kumaran . He was given every oppor 
tunity to prove his innocence . But the enquiry officer found him guilty 
of the charges. The findings were perused by the Dicipline Committee 
and they directed the worker to clear all his liabilities. He joined subsequ 
ently . Since he has agreed to ab de by the orders of the Society in so far 
as his punishment is concerned he is now estopped-from doing anything 
against this action . He is not entitled to any relief. The punishment 
imposed on this worker is very light and hence it is to stand . 

9 . The manajement would say th it they had conducted a few stock 
verifications before they resorted to this action against Smt. Lilly Antony. 
These verifications revealed that the branch manager and the concerned 
worker were responsible for this loss. Explanation was obtained and after 
wards they conducted an enquiry · The Enquiry Officer has not exceeded 
the limits prescribed and in no way the enquiry is infirm or unfair. They 
have joint responsibility for the shortage. The branch manager working at 
that time was also charge-sheeted . She paid the amouut and the entire 
amount due to the worker has not been paid for the reason that the worker 
owes some amount to the society. According to the management the 
charges is a serious one. Explanation was obtained and an enquiry was 
conducted in conformity with the provisions of law and natural justice. She 
was given every opportunity to defend her case and to prove her innocence . 
It is stated in this case that if the union points out any serious infirmity of 
vital nature affecting the validity of the enquiry proceedings the manage 
ment wants this court to allow them to adduce fresh evidence against this 
worker . 

10. The incentive scheme is the subject matter of Issue No. 5 . 
This was put into operation in 1965. In 1968 they introduced attendance 
bonus. There was a very great increase in the salary and allowan e and 
o her benefits and so they had to give up the 1965 scheme. If the manage 
ment had continued this scheme that would have resulted in very great loss 
to the management. The management of their own accord in roduced this 
scheme, and they say that they have every right to stop it also atshort 
notice. They dropped this scheme for the continued existance of this 
e tabl shment and by discontinuance the management was not committed 
anything illegal. This union has filed a rejoinder denying some of the 
allegations raised by the management in their reply stateinent. This relates 
to all the issues raised in this case by the union. The union filed their 
List of documents and witnesses and examined WW1 and WW 2 and 
marked Exts . W I to W 7 . 

The management wanted a number of adjourn 
mnts to adduce oral evidence and at 

one stage they stated that they are 
closing their evidence and wanted time to argue this . Afterwards they 
wanted to reopen it and they filed a petition . 
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11. WW 1 is the worker concerned in issue No. 3. She speaks in 
suppo.t of whathas been stated by the union in the claim statement. As 
a sales assistant she has only to deliver the goods for which the branch 
manager has to prepare the bill and receive cash . She joined this 
branch as a sales assistant and worked in the women s branch . One 
Saradambal was the branch manager when she received the memo. She 
gave reply . A domestic enquiry was conducted and regarding this she 
would say that she was not given the opportunity to prove her innocence at 
the enquiry. She points out that the enquiry officer did not give her the 
opportunity to cross -examine the manager of the stores. Instead of allowing 
her to cross-examine the witness the enquiry officer was putting questions 
and eliciting answers from this delinquent employee . The management 
had taken proceedings against Saradambal, the then branch manager and 
some witnesses were examined in that case. The evidence tendered in that 
case has been treated as evidence against this worker also and she did not 
get an opportunity to Cross- examine those witnesses. She had given an 
appeal to the Board members but so far no orders have been passed on it. 
12 . 

In cross-examination she says that she joined as a sales assistant 
in the women s branch . At that time one Lola Bai 

was the branch 
manager . She was succeeded by Saradambal. At the time of this change, 
stock was verified . She says that when the branch manager goes on leave 
she is in full charge of the branch . After Saradambal assumed charge there 
was stock 

verification and shortage was also found. There was a second 
stock verifications also . Again shortage was found. For these two shortages 
the management issued memos asking to explain . She has given explana . 
tions also and she has no complaint that the management has not received 
any of her explanations so far. She admits that she was present at the 
enquiry throughout. She has not lodged any complaint about the mode 
of conduct of the enquiry by the enquiry officer. She says that she was 
not present when the enquiry against Saradambal was conducted . First 
that was conducted . Two witnesses were examined in the enquiry against 
this worker. There were 7 witnesses in the enquiry conducted against 
Saradambal. She does not know the purpose for which they were examined. 
She says that she cannot say whether there were certain common documents 
and these witnesses were examined only to prove them . She admits that 
the enquiry officer never compelled her to give any statement. But then 
she adds that she was somehow coerced to sign a statement. But she 
has not lodged a written complaint against this. As the manager, this 
witness was questioned and she gave all answers. There were witnesses 
on her side also . She says that a statement was taken from her witnesses 
and afterwards it was changed . But she has not filed any complaint 
against this. The women s branch is not now functioning . It is closed 
some 3 years back . She does not know the reasons for the closure. In the 
byclaws it is stated that 75 % of the shortage should be realised from 
the manager and 25 % from the sales as istant. She has filed a case in 
tie Labour Court and that has been settled . There is an award under 
which she is to pay some amou it to the management. In re-examination 
she says that she does not know whether there are bye-laws for the society . 
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13. WW2 is the witness concerned in issue Vo. 2. He also deposcs in 
confirmity with his case as in the union statement. He was in the army 
prior to his joining the store as Sales Assistant. In 1966 he was promoted 
as branch manager in a temporary vacancy . 

There he had to sell rationed 
articles and other provisions. He had two assistants . They were to give 
articles as per the bill prepared by him . He was suspended for about 
54months and no subsistenceallowance was given for 24 months of suspension . 
A case was filed for the balance amount and the Labour Court ordered the 
payment of this and so far the management has not given this. 

There was 
an enquiry and he was found innocent. Inspite of this the management took 
action against him for certain reasons. He explains the reasons also . While 
he was in charge of the branch as branch manager he had two assistants and 
he had to supervise their working also . He says that he has not received any 
charge memo while he was working as Branch Manager. He got only the 
suspension order. He gave a reply to the suspension order. While working 
in the branch he committed somemistakes in taking the abstracts of the bill. 
After the close of the business of the particular day the abstract of the bills 
his to be taken and that has to be forwarded to the office . 

That is given 
along with the cash collection of the day. If there is excess annount that also 
has to be sent to the office . There was an excess ofRs. 19 on one day and 
that was remitted on the next day with the abstract . Intimation about this 
was given over phone and by letter . He explains certain reasons for this 
excess amount. An enquiry was conducted and he hasparticipated in it. 
Witnesses were examined on behalf of the management and he also tendered 
evidence on his behalf. 

At the enquiry he was assisted by trade union 
officials. Then he is also asked about the alleged illwill the management 
had against hin . 

14. MWI i? the Manager . He speaks first about the case of 
Sri A. V. Radhakrishnan . He gives the details of the charges framed against 
the worker. A customer complained that Sri Radhakrishnan was not 
delivering articles purchased by him . He went and questioned the customer 
and he gave a complaint. A similar complaint was raised by another 
wom n customer also. The worker said that it is not his duty to weigh and 
deliver arricles. This is something to be done by the Sales Assistant. In 
cross -examination he says thathe was the floor manager and his duty was to 
supervise the work of employees in his section . The Sales Assistant is to 
assist the salesinan . The person in charge prepares the cash bill and the 
Sales Assistant is to deliver articles. He knew about the incident only when 
the customer gave a complaint about it. He got a complaint only from one 
person . 

15 . MW2 is the Secretary of the Society . He speaks about the 
incentive scheme. This was implemented with effect from 23-8-1965. The 
management did this of their own accord . The total expenses of the Society 
at that timewas taken into consideration when evolving the scheme. These 
expenses incieased and on 11-6-1968 they revised this schemeand new target 
were fixed . This was done for general economy. The benefits under this 
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scheine did not form part of the service conditions. This was revised for the 
continued existence of the store . As per revised scheme incentive will be 
paid if they exceed a fixed target. In Cross- examination he says that no 
notice was given to the union for revising the scheme. They have given 
their reply to a letter from the union protesting against the revision. The 
documents MI to M18 are marked by mutual consent . 

The inanagement 
wanted to examine the enquiry officer and notice was served on the enquiry 
officer. But he was not present; and thereafter they did not insist to take 
further steps to get him and so he was not examined . 

16. Issue 1 relates to Sri A. V. Radhakrishnan . The allegation of 
the union in his case is that the punishment of demotion has to be set aside 
for various reasons. 

All the reasons are mentioned in the claim statement. 
The management took this action after conducting an enquiry and the report 
of the enquiry officer is proved as Ext.M16 . The claim statement contains 
certain allegations. But nobody on behalf of the worker has tried to prove 
these allegations. The concerned worker has not come before this court to 
establish that he is entitled to get this order vacated . None of the office 
bearers of the union have cared to speak the case of this worker . On the 
other hand the management tendered evidence by examining MWI the 
manager . He says that the worker did not deliver certain articles to a 
customer on a particular day, though he was asked to do so by the floor 
manager and the generalmanager of the store. They conducted an enquiry 
and in the enquiry it was held that the delinquent worker is guilty of the 
charges and so this is a case where the management has established that they 
have taken this action legally . Butthe worker has not cared even to come 
before this court and establish the case. Since the union and the worker 
have failed to prove their case I find that the worker is not entitled to any 
relief in this matter. 
Issue No. 2. Punishment of Sri E. V. Kumaran . 

17. This worker was working as a sales assistant and he was temporarily 
promoted as branch manager in June, 1968. While he was working 
there the management detected some misconduct. They issued a memo, 
obtained an explanation and not satisfied with it they conducted an enquiry 
At the enquiry it was found that the worker was guilty of the charges levelled 
against him , and accordingly they awarded the punishment. The punishment 
was barring of future promotions and to treat the period of suspension as 
suspension from service without salary and allowance . 

18. WW2 is the concerned worker. He says that the charge was 
issued while he was working as the branch manager . He received an excess 
amount ofRs. 10.09 on a Sunday. Next day he remitted this amount in 
the depot along with the other sale proceeds. Even before this he had 
informed the depot over phone about the excess amount. There was stock 
verification thereafter and he was asked to say about the deficit amount 
This was also paid and in September, 1968 he was kept under suspension and 
the suspension continued for about 54 months. The worker says that the 
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society is bound to pay subsistence allowance and the management paid it 
only for three months. He would say that the enquiry officer found him not 
guilty and the punishment awarded by the management cannot be justified , 
The management produced a number of documents and some were marked 
by mutual consent. I perused all these documents, and I do not find the 
findings of the enquiry connected with this worker. The one set of papers 
which has been produced before me for being marked refers to this 
individual. This is the enquiry proceedings. But that does not contain the 
findings of the enquiry officer. The case of the worker is that the enquiry 
officer has found him not guilty and the punishment awarded on that verdict 
cannot be justified . The worker has established such facts and nobody on 
behalf ofthe management has cared to rebut this evidence . If the manage 
ment had a case that they had conducted a proper enquiry and that the 
action is based on the findings of the enquiry officer they could have 
produced the document and adduced necessary oral evidence. At first the 
case was closed and was posted for argument. At this stage the management 
filed a petition to reopen the case and the petition was allowed on the 
management paying costs of Rs. 50. . Inspite of this the management has 
not attempted to disprove the case -set up by this worker in the claim 
statement. In these circumstances what is stated by the worker has to be 

cen as true. So the punish nent. imposed on him debarring from future 
promotions and putting him under suspension has to be vacated . Hence it 
is ordered that the above said order debarring promotions is vacated . The 
management shall further treat the period of suspension as on duty and if 
they have paid subsistence allowance they have to pay the balance also 
which would be due to him as his salary and allowances. 
Issue No. 3. Dismissal of Smt. Lilly Antony 

19. She was working as the sales assistant in the women s branch . 
There was a branch manager and the working of the branch manager has to 
be guided by certain service orders. Once such service order is Ext. W1. 
The management s case is that while these two were working as the only 
employees in the branch they com nitted some misappropriation and they 
were charge sheeted . Enquiry was conducted and this worker was dismissed 
from service . The enquiry proceedings are marked. Ext. M16 (a ), (b ), (c) 
(d ) and Ext. M17 to M18 relate to the enquiry conducted against this 
worker . It is the case of the management that the enquiry officer found her 
guilty of the charges and by Ext. W5 they awarded the punishment of 
dismissal of the employee with effect from 23-8-1968. In a case like this, 
this Tribunal is empowered to see whether the enquiry was properly 
conducted and to that extent the proceedings can be perused . So the first 
aspect to be considered is whether the enquiry was conducted properly . 
Two serious infirmities are pointed out by the worker . One is that the 
enquiry officer recorded the evidence of some witnesses in the enquiry 
conducted ag tinst the branch manager and these statements Pecorded at that 
enquiry were used in deciding the case against the worker and in doing so 
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this worker w s not given an opportunity to cross examine the e witnesses anil 
pior to th s copies of their deposition were so not given . The second 
complant is that opportuniy was not given to the worker to cross ex unine 
theminigem :nt witnesse ; and insteid of doing that the enquiry oficer 
permitted th : man giment to exam ne and cr ss examine this worker and 
clicit answers useful to the m n igement. So the first attempt is to see 
whether the enquiry : uffers from this infirmity as alleg :d by this wor, cr . 

20. While t e wo ker has tund red evidence as WWI she says in chief 
examination as follows: " ശാരദാം ബാളിൻറ കേസിൽ 7 സ ക്ഷികളെ 
annum 12/13 BTD100no muom13 w ,olea umum / 
capasojos omalova D d mennessjcomo omº ngom wanan . 

he 
extent to which this is correct is to be found from the files of this case . 
But that is not made available in this case. The enquiry officer i Ould have 
been the best person to speak about this . And probab y for that reason the 
management filed a petition to reopen the case and when it was allowed they 
issued summons to this witness. He acce; ted this but he has not appcarel 
before tris court. The management did not insist for taking out further 
summon or other proceedings to get him in the court. None of the w tnesses 
cxa:nired on behalf of the management refer to this aspect when they 
ten dered evidence. What they elicited about this aspect in cross- exam n tion 
is a so relevant. 

" ശാരദാംബാളുടെ കേസിൽ ഏഴു സാക്ഷികളെ വിസ്തരിച്ചു . എന്തിന 
Comelwoom 160 la , momM1090704 . പൊതുവായ കു 

c06.983 % അവ എനിക്കും അവർക്കും ബാധകമായവ തെളിയിക്കാനാണി 
. moonloog om *m07jonmo slobodno vrlord . അവരെന്താണു പാ 

TOO 003. (Bronne " . If this can be taken as a sugestion then it folows 
that some witne ses were examined in the case of Saradnbal, branch 
manager under whom the delinquent emplo ees wasworking. That evidence 
was tak n in the case also . The management in this asc has pr duced 
documents from w..i h I find that they have produced all papers except the 
findings of the enquiry officer and inorder to see whether what has been 
stated by the worker is correct, onehas to peruse this. Since that is not produ 
ced advei se inference has to be d ann, that is if they produced it would go 
against the management . Apart from this the worker emphatically says that 
the enquiry officer has relied on the evidence of witnesses who were not made 
available for cross examination . The management had a duty to rebut it 
if that is not the correct position ; that also they have not done.. So te 
enquiry is defective to this extent. 

21. The other infirmity is that instead of allowing this worker to 
cross- examine the management witnesses the cnquiry officer permitted the 
witnesses examine this delinquent employee and clicit necessary 
information . Ext. M16 (a ) is the enquiry proceedings. This shows the 
cvidenced the desosition of witnesses. The first witness examined is the 
manager . At first it started as the examination in chief of this w tneness 
the leter questions and answers would clearly ind cate that the witness 
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mnoge w s putting varioue qu - stion to the delinquent employee and the 
answers were being recorde:1. Toe questions and answers are both recorded 
in this che. Page 5 to 11 would clea ly show that the manager was 
cantinuouzly que tioning the worker and was eliciting ans:vers. Pa es 14 to 17 
also sho v that the m nage was going on clicit ng answers from the deliquent 
employee . A tu illyre wis cross-exam ning the wo ker . So this shows that 
at the enqui y the worker was subjected to cross-cx m nation by the 
manager instead of the wo k r cross- e -amin ng the minarer. I do not know 
how this can be considered as evidance in chie ! etamination of the manager. 
T. wards the end there is one quastion put by the delinquent employee by 
way of cross-etamination and the answe. is also elicited. The witness 
when she tendered evidence before this court says that she was not permitted 
to cross- examine the witne ses. And that is not rebutted by anybody. The 
way in whi h ihe proccedings are recorded would clearly prove them . So 
the enquiry suffers these two infirmitics. 

22. A further contention raised by the union is that the enquiry officer 
has enlarged the score of the enquiry , materially changing the charges rai ed 
by the management. A memo was issucd to this worker and to the then 
branch m in ger , vide their memy dated 2-5-1968 mı kod as Ext. M6 . This 
fixes the liability of the worker at Rs. 1336.60 and the worker is ask :d to 
remit this amount and explain why action should not be taken aga nst her 
for misappropriating the stock entrusted t, her for her personal benefit. The 
charge sheet issued by the enquiry officer is E :it. M13. This contains a 
number of other details other than tho e mentioned in Ext. M6. The memo 
given by theminagement does not speak about a number of itemsmentionel 
in txt. A113. This variation is not prope ly ex lained by the management. 
So I find that there is justification in the contenti n of the worker that 
the enquiry officer has added more charges and has thereby enlarged the 
scone of the enquiry . These facts would clearly show that the enquiry 
sultors from these infirmities. Hence I find that the enquiry was not properly 
conducted 

23. In view of this the next course open to the minagement w.is 
adduce n cessary evidence before this court and actually they said in their 
Reply statement that they want to adduce evidence in this case and for that 
purpose the case was re -opened ,but inspite of it they have not done anything . 
Non ; of the witnesse ; cxamined on behilf of the management 
Las cared to refer to the case of this worker. In the absence of that the 
panishnint itwirded has simply to be vicated . If that is done the worker 
is cuti led to be reins ated . In ordering reinstatement in normal course 
back wasses should also be awarded . The management witnesses have not 
mien thought of saying anything against such a contingency. They have no 
case that ihis employee was employed elsewhere during this period . This is 
a Co -operative society and at least the management ould have referred to 
the financial capac ty to undertake such a responsibility . Nobody is even 
thered about that aspect. On the sole ground that the delinquent 

nployee has 110 : stated that she was not employed during the period after 
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to 
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th s disinissal I find that shewill no : be en : tle I to get back wiges. She W ! 
an employ :e of he Society . The evidenewould suggest that she was not 
cxclusively appoin el in the women s branch . It has come out in evidence 
that th : woni s b : inch was abolished s m : 3 years back. If this worker 
hal been an employ c exclusiv ly appointed for that branch her emplo; 
ment could have come o andwi h .e abolition of the branch but for 
that som :bidy m is refer to th s. In ih , abs nce of that she is entitled to 
bccin :: ited 51 wihut back wages in the society . 

The fourth is ue is not pressed . 
Iss Le Vo . 5 relates to incentive to branch stiff. 

2+. The u io officials have not cared to comeand depose about the 
circu :nsances under which theminagement introduced this scheme and the 
ci cumstances that led to the denial of it or e ision of it . Some corres 
ponden e betwen the managment and the union regarding this is here. 
Ext. W3 show that they have implemeited a revised scheme. The Union 
offic als have no appeared b fore this tribunal and they have not stated the 
reasons :v ch vould jus:ify heir contention that the new scheme will 
al crs :ly ff.ct th :i : interests. Since the union has not done that I find 
that this chanc can not be further imposed . So the union is not entitled to . 


a.y relier. 


WI. 


23. I pa.s this award as stated above and this award shall come into 
fo co the expiry of 30 days af.er its public tion in the Government 
Gizette . 
Calicut, 

R. K. VENU NAYAR , 
22- |-1974 . 

Industrial Tribunal, Calicut. 

APPENDIX 
lx ibi s marl ed on the side of the Union : 

Service Order of E. D. W. C. C. S. L d ., E -122 No. Estt. 

1 /5602767-68 dated 8-5-1968 . 
W. Memo GLC No. 7664/65-66 dated 2-8-1961. 
W3. L - tter No. Extr. 135 /6321,67-68 dated 11-6-1968. 
W4 . E. D. W. C. C. S. Staff Associ..tion letter No. ASNE 122/2/68 

dated 10-7-1968 . 
W5 . Proceedings No. Estt. 1/33/2899 68-69 dated 7-12-1963. 
Wii . C ) of litter dated 17-5-1963 from E. V. Ku naran . 

W1. B / L is of the E. D. W. C. C. Sto.e L :d . 
Exhibits mark d on the side of tie Ma agement : 

ML. Svies Stock Ve ification Statement dated 27-4-1967. 
12. No. 

do . dt. 20-5-1967. 
M3 Do. 

do . dt. 1-10-1967. 
M. Do. 

do . dt. 31-12-1967. 
M5. Details of stook verification for the period from 28-4-1967 to 

30-1-1967. 
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M6. Show cause memo dated 2-5-1963 . 
M7. 

Do. dated 14-5-1968 . 
M8 . Charge memo dt. 10-8-1968. 
M9. 

Charge sheet and proceedings dt. 23-8-1958 . 
M10 . Statement dt. 23-5-1968 from Smt. Lilly Antony . 
MIL. Explanatio a statement d . 20-8-1968 from Lilly Antony. 
M12 . Do. 

dated 30-8-1963. 
M13 . Enquiry notice dt. 25-9-1958 . 
M14 . Statement dt. 7-10-19 8 by Smt. Lilly Antony . 
M15 . Letter dt. 3-4-1963 fron Smt. Lilly Antony . 
M16 . 

Enquiry report dr. 30-6-1969. 
M16 (a ) Statement of Madhavakartha recorded on 12-10-1968 by the 

Enquiry Officer . 
MI6 (b ) Siatement of Sarad imbal recorded on 13-10-1958 by the 

Enquiry Officer . 
M16 (c ) Sta : ement of K. J. Xavier recorded on 12-10-1968. 
M16 (d ) Statement of G. Vikrama Panicker recorded on 12-10-1968 b ; 

the Enquiry Officer . 
M17 . Statement of Lilly Antony recorded on 13-10-1968 by the 

Enquiry Officer 
M18 . Proceeding of the Enquiry Oficer dt. 13-10-1968 . 
Witnesses examined on the side of the union . 


WWI. Smt. Lilly Antony. 

WW2. Sri E. V. Kumaran . 
Ilitnesses examined on the side of the Management: 

MWI. A. J. Cleetus. 
MW2. C. J. Joseph . 


Kerala Gazette on 40 dated 1st October 1974 
PART I 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. 0. (Rt.) No. 568/74 /LBR Dated, Trivandrum , 15th June 1974. 

The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut in respect of the dispute 
between themanagement of Kunnamkulam Mill Boards, Kunnamkulam and 
their workmen represented by the Secretary, Kunnamkulam Mill Boards 
Workers Union , Kunnamkulam received by Government on 10-6-1974 is . 
hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1917 
( CentralAct XIV of 1947). 

By order of the Governor 
P. P. MATHULLA , 

Under Secretary 
Before the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut. 
(Friday , Thirty-firstMay, Nineteen hundred and seventy-four ) 

Present: 
Shri R.K. VENU NAYAR , B. A. B. L., 

Industrial Tribunal, Calicut. 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 48/71 

Between 
The Manager, Kunnamkulam Mill Boards, Kunnamkulam . 

And 
Secretary, Kunnamkulam Mill Boards Workers Union , Kunnamkulam 

AWARD 
The industrial dispute existing between the above parties was referred to 
this Tribunal for adjudication by Government of Kerala as per Order No. 
G.O. (Rt.) 1562/71/ LSWD dated 30-7-1971. The issue referred is the 
following:- 

1 . Enhancement of rates of wages and dearness allowance. 

Notice was issued to the parties and they appeared and filed their 
statements and adduced oral and documentary evidence. The union says 
that this management is engaged in the production of card board using 
waste paper . They have been doing this from 1964. They 

make 
good profits 

also . Workers are paid only 

very low 

wages. 
Female workers paid from Re. 1. to Rs. 2.25 and men 
workers are paid Rs. 3.75 to Rs. 4 per day . They formed a union and 
raised certain demands in 1970. Till then the management used to increa 
wages every year. But after formation of the union they stopped this and 
the present wages are very low and there is no system of payment of dearness 
allowance. The union wants enhanced wages and D. A. This management 
has gotthe financial capacity also to pay these enhanced rates of wages. 

GA . 101/S . 


are 
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2. The management says that they have been incurring loss year 
after year. Their wage rates compare favourably with rates prevalent in the 
region . Some of these workers usually go out and engage themselves in 
agricultural operation whenever that work is available and that dislocates 
work in the factory. The demands were all of a very exhorbitant nature 
and so there was no result by the conciliation conference. This management 
has no cipacity to pay enhanced wages and wage rates are on a higher scale 
than the wage rates prevalent in the area. So they are not in a position to 
pay wages at an enhanced rate . 

3. The union refutes these contentions in the rejoinder. They say 
• that the management has not been incurring any loss and if at all the 

accounts show this that has been manipulated to defeat the claim of the 
workers. Even agricultural workers are getting better wages and the allega 
tion of the management that the factory workers go for agricultural work 
is not correct. They say that their demands are just and they are entitled 
to get enhanced wages. 

4. WW1 to WW3 are the union witnesses and their only document is 
Ext. W1. MW1 to MW4 are to management witnesses and their documents 
are Ext. Ml series. 

5. WWI is an employee in the factory and he is also the Joint 
Secretary of the union . The mill started working in 1964. There are 38 
workers now working there. A female worker now gets Rs. 1.75 to Rs. 
2.25 per day, and the male worker gets Rs. 3.75 to Rs. 4 . 

These are 
the wages paid to workers who are members of the union and those who 
are notmembers of the union are paid on a higher rate. Such female 
workers get Rs. 3.25 to Rs. 3 50 and male workers get Rs. 5 to 6 per day . 
The member workers find it difficult to get on with the existing wages. 
According to him themanagement is making huge profits . They are making 
goods w ich has got ready demand . No similar industry is functioning in 
the area . The othermain industry in the area is book binding and printing 
presses. This is also an agricultural area. In these industries workers get 
more wages. Their demand is to give an increase of Rs. 2 in the wages 
and to grand dearness allowance at the rate of one paisa for over and above 
100 points . He refers to the increase in the cost of living . 

6. In cross he says that there are only 10 workers who are members 
of this union . 7 other wo ker s were sent out. He has not perused the 
account booksand ledgers of this management. He has also never asked 
them to show him these books. He has personally seen this management 
paying two different rates of wages, to these two sets of workers. Workers 
who are not members of this union got a higher rate . For the excess 
payment made to the non -members ihe management obtains individual 
voichers. There are no other documents to prove this. This fact is known 
to every body in the factory. The factory remains clesed for about 
2 months in a year, i. e , during the rainy season . It is not correct to say that 
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those workers go out for agricultural work during certain easons. The mill 
works in all three shifts every day . Initially there wer : 75 workers. For 
the last one year it is only 38. He cannot say about th : annual production 
capacity of the mill. Then h : says about the average daily production and 
the cost of p : oducts manufactured . The price and other prticulars are 
given by him on the basis of information gathered by him . They are un 
drying the board now . They have got different : ections. Then he refers 
to the wage system prevalent in the printing indus ry in the locality. He 
has not calculated the burden that will b : caused for meeting the demand 
raised by the workers. Since there is demand for the articles manufactured 
the company is making profits He denies the contention that the profit 
and loss account would show that the company has been incurring loss year 
after year till 1972. Particulars in profit and loss account are put to him 
and he says that he has not made enquiries about these details . 

7 . WW2 is a worker in a printing works. His monthly salary is 
Rs. 160. In cross he says that he cannot say the distance between this factory 
and the press in which he is working. He does not know the profits made 
by the press . He is not gecting the benefits of provident fund or E. S. I. 
There are no documents to show that he is working the.e. 

8 . WW3 is an agricultural worker. He gets about Rs. 6to 7 every 
day. A fem ile worker gets Rs. 3.50 to Rs. 5. His brother is a worker 
in this factory . According to him he was getting Rs. 27 to Rs. 30 per week , 
about one and half year s back . In the beginning h s brother was a member 
of this union But later on he left it. In cross he says that his brother is 
living in a different house He hasno accounts for his income. He is not 
paying any professional tax . He has no connection with this union . He 
was asked by a worker to depose in this matter. He has to be paid h 3 
wages by the union , for the day. The first witness on behalf of the 
management is a worker working in the factory. He says that there are two 
unions. One has raised this d spute and the other is Swathanthra Union. 
He is a member of the Swathanthra Union . He swears that there is no 
distinction in payment of wages depending upon the workers, affiliation to 
the union . Wages are not paid on the basis ofthemembership of the union . 
This management is paying better wages than the wages prevalent ia presses 
and other such establishments in the region . He has heard that this 
man igement has been incurring loss every year. The manager give him 
this information . Workers in this establishment used to go out whenever 
there is agricultural work in the locality and that causes dislocation in the 
factory . In cross he says that he has come before this court after taking 
leave. He has no connection with the partners of this company . 

The 
management is not giving anything to him in addition to his wages. He 
joined about 8 years back and he was getting Rs. 2 per day, till 1970. The 
management used to give increase every year. At present, he gets Rs. 4 and 
also dearness allowance of Rs. 25. Then he adds that he is getting this 
dearness allowance only once in a year. He admits that the workers go for 
agricultural work because there they get higher rate of wages. A worker 


is 


wages etc. 


in the agricultural sector gets about Rs. 4. 50 to Rs. 5 per day . Comparing 
the other industries this industry pays better wages. Now there 
accumulated stock of goods manufactured . He denies the suggestion that the 
management has given financial help to members of his union in addition to 

In rehe adds that 28 workers are members of the Swathanthra 
Union . 

MW2 is also a worker . He says that there is no distinction in 
paying wages between the members of the workers of this union and the other 
union . Hewas there from 1954 and every year the management used to 
increase wages but for the last 2 years they have not increased . At present 
he is getting Rs. 4 and also D. A. at the rate of Rs. 25. He get Rs. 25 last 
month also . Swathanthra Union came into existence in 1970. 25 workers 
are members of this union . Workers union also was formed in 1970 . 
Originally he was a member of the Workers union . Subsequently he 
resigned from it . He has taken a days leave to give evidence in this matter . 

10 . MW3 is also a worker. He gets Rs. 24 per week . WW3 is his 
brother and they were living together and now he has got a separate house . 
In cross- examination he says that he was formerly a member of the Workers 
union . Ext. W1 is his resignation letter . He does not reinember whether 
he participated in a union meeting in which it was resolved to place demands 
for better wages. He has not stated that he does not want enhanced wages . 
He has a house of his own now . He got some amount as result of partition 
while he was a boy aged about 8 or 9 and that amount was kept with some 
body and recently he got that amount and with that he constructed his house . 
He has not gone for agricultural work so far . But his brother WW3 is 
an agricultural worker . He says that his income is not exclusively from 
the wages. He also adds that the management has not given any increase 
for the last 2 years.MW 4 is the manager. He proves the trading and 
profit and los account for the years 1965 to 1971. They are marked as 
Ext. MI series. This will show the financial position of the management. 
Because of the loss incurred they cannot give enhanced wages. They have 
not purchased any machinery but they have sold some recently . He 
denies the statement of the union that they have got two separate rates of 
wages. No distinction as alleged by the Union is shown in the matter of 
payment ofwages. There are a number of units engaged in the book 
binding industı y in the locality. They are only paying Rs. 3 to 5 per day . 
In cross he says that Ext. Mi series contain the auditor s resort. But he 
admits that the accounts fr 65 contain or ly the signature of the auditor 
Lut no certificate i spended to it. For the year: 1966 to 1967 also no 
certificate is appended to the profit and loss account. But for the year 
1967-68 , 1968-69 and 1970-71 there are certificates. They have taken the 
building on rent and themonthly rent is Rs. 500. Rs. 1,50,000 is he capital 
and his is a partnership firm . No profits are given to partners. In addition 
to the capital they have given also lo ins and interest is paid on the loans 
advanced by partr ers. There are vouchers for miscellaneous expenses and 
these vouchers can be produced . Depreciation is calculated on the statutory 
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can 


one 


ton 


one 


ton 


was 


basis. They produce 

they work 

all the 
three shifts per day. Till January, 1974 

priced 
at Rs. 800. Now it has gone upto Rs. 1400. They may have to 
spent about Rs. 500 for manufacturing one ton of cardboard . There is 
good demand now . A male agricultural worker gets Rs. 4 to 5 per day . 
His information is that the worker in th3 Victory 

Press get 
the minimum wages fixed . They are being paid wages fixed in 1971. 
They used to increase the rate of wages till 1971 every year. But after 1971, 
they have not revised it. They are paying D. A. at the rate of Re. 1 for 
male workers and 75 paise per female workers. The factory is located in a 
cite belonging to one of the partners. In 1974 February they purchased 5 
clectric motors. They have never given any financial aid to MW2 or MW3. 
In re he says that the price of raw materials also has increased . The 
price of certain other items required for the card board has also 
increased considerably during these five months. This is the gist of the 
evidence recorded in this case . 

11. The union contends that the management used to revise the wages 
to give some enhancement every year till 1970 . This fact is admitted to be 
correct by the factory workers examined on behalf of the management also 
This is a case were three of the factory workers have gone to speak on 
behalf of themanagement. They all uniformly say that the management 
want on increasing wages till 1970 and there after they have not increased 
it. The union s case is that they placed demands in December 1970 and 
thereafter the management has not increased wages. MW4 says that the 
present wages were fixed in 1971 and afterwards they have not revised it. 
Workers would say that the last incre se was in 1970. MW4 has not come 
forward with any specific reasons for not giving this increase after 1970. If 
it is the result of loss subsequent to 1970-71 then they could have 
produced the profit and loss account to show that . The profit and loss 
account Ext. Mi scries show the working results upto the year ending 
31-3-1971. So it hasto be accepted as correct when the union says that the 
management did not give increased wages because of the demands put/orth 
by the union . 

12. The reason suggested by the management is that when compared 
with other emplyers in the locality they pay better wages in that area. 
WW2 is a worker alleged to be working in a press. He says some scales of 
pay which he gets. WW3 is an agricultural worke : He also says that 
he is also getting better wages. WW2 has not produced any documents to 
show his rates of wages. WW2 refers to printing presses and book binding 

dustr situated in the area. MWI to 3 who are workers in this factory 
also say that they are getting better wages than any other industries in and 
around this factory . But they all admit that an agricultural worker gets 
better wages and MWI catgorically says that workers in this factory go out 
to do agricultuaal work to get better wages. A specific question was asked 
to MW1 and his answer would show that they are going out to get better 
wages. So it is evident that workers in the agricultural sector in this area 
are getting better wages than the workers in this foctory . 
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13. A very important contention raised by the management is tha 
they are not having sufficent capacity to pay enhanced wages. They even 
go to the extent of arguing that if any enhancement is ordered they will be 
forced to close down the factory and an award should not lead to the closure 
of the factory . This naturally means that their financial condition is such 
that they cannot give any enhanced wages. But is it the real position and 
is the financial condition so bad as to warrentthe closure on the ground of 
being completed to pay enhanced wages ? The profit and loss account for 
the years 1964-65 to 1970-71 are produced anlmarked as Ext. MI series. It 
his to be stated at first that they have not produced the balance sheet for 
these periods and thus there is nothing to show the total capital invested by 
the partners for running this industry. Themanager MW4 says that the total 
capital invested is Rs. 1,50,000. During the period from 1964-65 to 
1970-71 they have under the head of depreciation shown an amount of 
about Rs. 1,18,000 . How they arrived at this amount and to what extent 
this is allowable is something known only to the management. Similarly 
every year they have been incurring an expense of about Rs. 10,000 to 
Rs. 12,000 under the head of interest. A major share of this is paid to the 
partners. The total amount invested and the advance taken 

from 
these persons are all n it clear from the documents produced in this case . 
The profit and loss account for the year ended 31-3-1971 
shows amount 

of 

Rs. 1,650 as commission allowed 
sale of plants. But the accounts do not show the amount realised by sale 
of this plant. It may be a plant which had becomeobsolete or redundant. 
Theymay have to pay the Commission . But when the commission is shown 
as an item of expenditure they could have atleast shown the amount for 
which it was sold and if actually it was for more than the amount for which 
it was purchased they would have made somegain by that and the 
depreciation written off on that account should have been added back as 
profit. Thente ppended to this account for the year 1971 by the auditor 
shows that he was also no : having these figures. His note is the 
following: 

" Note: Loss on sale of item of plant not calculated , in the absence of 
original value of item sold and as such depreciation charged on the net 

value after sale " . 
These instances are being mentioned here to see the extent to which a 
conclusion can be arrived at on the basis of these documents that this 
factory has been running at a loss. The facts narrated above would show 
that the management has notmade clear as to how they have calculated this 
much of depreciation. Loan amount that has been used is a so not made 
clear . The profit or loss by sale of plant is also not clear 

In a factory 
where the total investment according to the management is only Rs. 1,50,000 
depreciation du ing 7 years has been written off at about Rs. 1.18 lakhs, 
The accounts produced show that things are hot so bad. They have 
given a dismal picture probably to defeat the demands put orth by the 
workers. For all the reasons mentioned above I find that the allegation 
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this 


court 


no two rates 


that they have been incurring loss and they are not having capacity to pay 
higher rates cannot be accepted . This vicw is further reinforced by the 
fact that MW4 admits that the price of this ..rticle has gone up considerably 
and the demand hasalso considerably increased . It is true that there is an 
alround increase in the price of all connected articles necessary to produce 
the end product. Wages also cannot be allowed to remain static especially 
in view of the increase allowed by the management from 1964 to 1970 . 

11. The union has come forward in this case with a plea that the 
management is having double standards, i. e. one rate of wages for those 
who are members of this union and another rate for the workers who are 
members of the other union which supports the management. It has been 
admitted by the factory workers examined on behalf of the management that 
they are members of the other union , and if that union does not 
support the management they need not have come to 
to plead that 

better wages need not be paid . It may look 
strange for a set of persons to come and plead that they do not 
want a wage increase . The evidence of these three witnesses when taken 
together would show that they are sattsfied with existing wage scale and 
they say that there are 

of wages . 

If the contention 
of the management is accepted then it follows that even when they suffered 
less as per their profit and loss accounts they went on increasing wages till 
1970. But they stopped it abruptly with cffect from 1971 and they have 
not produced documents to show that the loss thereafter wasmore. It can 
be a case where the loss increased thereafter considerable and so 
they stopped any further increase. That requires perusal of these 
documents . They are not produced . In view of the fact that the 
contention of themanagement that they do not have the financial capacity 
to pay increased wages is found against them the unions plea thatthey 
can pay enhanced rate ofwages has to be conceded . The only question be 
decided is the rate of increase that is necessary in this case . 

12. The demand of the union is to pay Rs. 2 more in their wages and 
also dearness allowance. The union witness concedes that he has not taken 
the trouble to calculate the financial burden that would be caused if all the 
demands put forth by the unicn are conceded . It is a fact that the price of 
every essential commodity has gone up since these 4 years. Taking all 
these facts into consideration it is ordered that the management shall give 
an increase Rs. 2 (Rs. two) in the wages of male workers and Rs. 1.50 in 
the wages of female workers. MW1 says that he gets a dearness allowance 
of Rs. 25 every year. MW2 says that he is getting dearness allowance at 
the rate of Rs. 25 every month . So it is ordered that the management shall 
pay this dearness allowance also to male and female workers every month . 
The increase was stopped in 1971 without any reason and so the 
management shall pay increased wages with effect from January 1972 . 
But the Dearness Allowance is payable only from the day on which they 
have commenced payment. 


was 


13. I pass this award as stated above and this award shall come into 
force on the expiry of 30 days after its publication in the Government 
Gazette . 

R. K. VENU NAYAR , 
Calicut. 

Industrial Tribunal. 


APPENDIX 
Witness examined on the side of the Union 
WW1 V. N.Govindan Nair . 
WW2 E. A. Subrainanian . 
WW3 M.C. Kochu . 

Witness examined on the side of the Management 
MWI K.T. Uthuppu . 
MW2 C. Kuttan Nair . 
MW3 M. C. Vasu . 
MW4 Shri Ipe T. G. 

Ext. marked on the side of the Union 
Wi Letter dated 29-10-1970 M. C. Vasu to the Secretary Kunnam 
kulam Mill Boards Workers Union . 

Ext. marked on the side of the Management 
MWI series (7 Nos. ) 

Profit and loss accounts for the year ended on 31-3-1965 to 
31-3-1971 . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
144901 

Revenue ( E ) Department 

ORDER 
G. O. (Rt) No. 1095 /74/RD . Dated, Trivandrum , 12th September 1974. 

The Kerala Survey Manual does not contain , at present, a prescribed 
pro forma for filing land complaints by the parties as has been done in 
respect of applications for pointing out boundary , subdivision survey of land , 
etc. Further the delays in the disposal of land complaints affect the progress 
of finalisation of resurvey records. The Board ofRevenue has therefore 
suggested to prescribe a form for filing land complaints (Original and 
appeal) by the parties who are aggrieved by the demarcation done during 
survey of their lands. 

2. The form appended is therefore prescribed for the purpose. The 
forın will be numbered as Form No. 158 in the Kerala Survey Manual. 

By order of the Governor , 
P.S. RAMAN PILLAI, 

Under Secretary . 


FORM No. 158 

LAND COMPLAINT PETITION 
Before the Survey Officer 
Petition under section 10 (1 ) of Kerala Survey & Boundaries Act 37 of 1961 
Appeal 

11 (1) 
No. 

of 
(N. B.) Fill up carefully and strike out words which are inapplicable. 
1 . Name and Address of Plaintiff 

Appellant 
2 . Name and Address of Defendant 

Respondent 
3. Survey or Survey & 

Village Survey or State whether 
Sub- division number Taluk 

Survey and 
the boundary of 

and name Sub- division numbers 
which is disputed 

number 

quoted ars old 

or new 
1. Plaintiff s 

Appellani s 
2. Defendant s 

Respondent s 
4 . Nature of complaint 
Eg. 5885 


Number 


the surday 


2 


5 : If an appeal, date of 

decisson appealed 
against or date of 
service of 9 ( 2 ) 

notice 
6 . If not filed within time 

reasons for delay 
Place: 
Date : 

Signature of the plaintiff or Appellant. 

Instructions 
1 . Give father s or uncle s name, caste , occupation , residence and post 
office of the plaintiff or appellant and defendant or Respondent. 

2. (a ) All registered holders on whose properties and the petitioner s 
the boundary complaint lies should be made parties. 

(b ) Should there be joint holders, all them should be made parties 
to the complaint and their names and addresses given . 

(C) IfGovernment is a party the department under whose control 
the adjoining Government land is, should be stated thus: 

Government Revenue Department, Government Forest Department, 
Government Public Works Department. 

3 . Either the old or new survey number or survey number and sub 
division may be given . 

4 . Sketches showing the disputed plot should accompany the petition 
in all complaints under section 10 (1) and appeals on the orders under 
section 9 (1 ). As many sketches as there are copies of petition should be 
submitted . 

5. In regard to appeals against orders under section 10 (1) a certified 
copy of the order should be submitted along with the appeal petition . 

6. (a ) The time for filing an appeal is 3 months from the date of 
service of the order under section 9 (1) and 10 ( 1) . 

(b ) If the appellant claims, that the timetaken for obtaining copy 
of the decision and the map may not be included within the period of 
3 months allowed for appeal, the date of application for supply of copies and 
the date of supply of copies should be stated . 

General 
1 . There should be as many copies of the petition or appeal as there 
are defendants or respondents. 

2. Separate complaints should be submitted for each holding . 

3 . The petition should bear the prescribed court fee stamp: If 
complaints relating to several fields or sub -divisions included in one holding 
are presented at the same time, court fec stamp affixed to any one of the 
petitions is enough. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Water and Power ( Inter-State Waters) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 12548 /IW3/74 /W & P . Dated , Trivandrum , 27th September 1974 . 

The following draft of an amendment to the Travancore- Cochin Irri 
gation Rules, 1958 which the Government of Kerala propose to make in 
exercise of the powers conferred by section 42 of the Travancore-Cochin 
Irrigation Act , 1956 (7 of 1956) is hereby published for general information 
as required by sub -section (1) of the said section . Notice is hereby 
given that the said draft will be taken up for consideration on or after the 
30th October , 1974 and that any objections or suggestions which may be 
received from any person with respect to the said draft on or before the date 
specified above will be considered by the Government. Objections and 
suggestions shall be addressed to the Secretary to Government, Water and 
Power ( Inter State Waters ) Department, Trivandrum . 


DRAFT AMENDMENT 
In the said rules, for Form II referred to in rule 6 , the following Form 
shall be substitued , namely : 

“ FORM 
( See Rule 6 ) 


Sy. Nos. Area 

in hectar 


1. Name of Major Irrigation work : 

2. Survey Numbers and area of lands benefited by 
works for which irrigation facilities have been provided. 
(a ) Lands already registered as single crop wet 

lands and on which tw paddy crops 

could be raised . 
(b ) Lands already registered as single crop wet 

lands and on which more than two 

paddy crops could be raised . 
(c ) Other lands already registered as wet lands 

on which two paddy crops could be 

raised . 
(d ) Other lands already registered as wet lands 

on which more than two paddy crops 
could be raised . 
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( e) Lands made fit for cultivation and on which Sy. Nos Arca 
only one paddy crop could be raised. 

in hectare 
(f ) Lands made fit for cultivation and on which 

two paddy crops could be raised . 
(8 ) Lands made fit for cultivation and on which 

more than two paddy crops could be 

raised 
(h ) Other lands benefited . 
3. Survey No. and area of lands where irrigation 
water is availed of from lift irrigation werks ( liable to. 
levy of water cess at rates not exceeding 50 % in excess of 
the rates specified in respect ofmajor i rigation works vide 
section 15 (3) (b ): 
(a ) Lands alreday registered as single crop wet 

lands and on which two paddy crops 

could be raised . 
(b ) Lands already registered as single crop wet 

lands and on which more than two 

paddy crops could be raised . 
. (c) Other lands already registered as wet lands 

on which two paddy crops could be 

raised . 
(d ) Other lands already registered as wet lands 

on which more than two paddy crops 

could be raised . 
(e) Landsmade fit for cultivation and on which 

only one paddy crop could be raised . 
(f) Lands made fit for cultivation and on which 

two paddy crops could be raised . 
(g ) Lands made fit for cultivation and on which 

more than two paddy crops could be 

raised . 
(h ) Other lands benefited . 

(Signature )” 

By order of the Governor, 

V.U. K. NAMBISSAN , 

Joint Secretary 
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Section iv 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Taxes ( B ) Department 
NOTIFICATIONS 


G. O. MS. No. 110 /74 /TD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 9th September 1974 . 
S. R. O. No. 710 /74. - In exercise of the powers conferred by 
section 10 of the Kerala General Sales tax Act, 1963 ( 15 of 1963), the 
Government of Kerala , having considered it necessary in the public interest 
so to do, hereby make an exemption in respect of the tax payable under the 
said Act by the Cottage Industrial Co-operative Societies of Harijans on the 
sale of raw -materials to their members for production of goods for sale by 
such Societies . 


Explanatory Note 
( This is not a part of the notification , but is intended to indicate the 
general purport. ) 

The Government consider that the Cottage Industrial Co-operative 
Societies of Hamjans should be exempted from Salestax on the sale of raw 
materials to their members for production of goods for sale by such societies. 
The notification is intended to achieve the above object. 


II 
S. R. O.No. 711/74. - In exercise of the powers conferred by section 10 
of the Kerala General Sales tax Act, 1963 ( 15 of 1963), the Government of 
Kerala liaving considered it necessary in the public interest so to do , hereby 
make the following amendment to the Notification VIII issued under 
G. O.MS. No. 278/Rev. dated the 30th March , 1963 and published as 
S. R. O. No. 342/63 in the Kerala Gazette Extraordinary No. 71 dated the 
31st March , 1953, as subsequently amended , namely: 

AMENDMENT 
In the said Notification , in Schedule II in the Appendix, after item 9, 
the following explanation shall be inserted , namely : 

" Explanation - A Co-operative Society in which not less than 90 

per cent of the members are workers shall be deemed to be a Co 

operative Society of workers for the purpose of items 7, 8 and 9 ” . 
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Explanatory Note 
( This is not a part of the notification , but is intended to indicate the 
general purport) 

As per item No. 7, 8 and 9 in the Schedule II to the Notification VIII 
issued in 

G. O. MS. 278 /Rev. dated 30th March , 1963 (S. R. O. 
No. 342/63 ), the Governmenthave granted exemption from Salestax in the 
following cases: 

(i) Rattan goods sold by Co -operative Societies of workers. 
( ii) Sale ofbamboo mats, products of basket making and mat 

weaving industry , by Co-operative Societies of workers. 
( iii) Sale of screwpine mats and baskets by Co-operative Societies 

of workers. 
It is felt that there are difficulties in availing the exemptions mentioned 
above by Co-operative Societies having a small percentage of non -workers 
as members. The Government therefore consider that a Co -operative 
Society in which not less than 90 per cent of the members are workers should 
be deemed to be a Co-operative Societies workers and that for that 
purpose the no: ification meationed above should be amended suitably . 
The notification is intended to achieve the above object. 

By order of the Governor, 
V. VENKITANARAYANAN , 

Secretary . 
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Section v 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Home (B ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
GO. MS. 138 /74 /Home. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 16th September 1974. 
S. R. O. No 712/74. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section 2 of section 3 of Borstal Schools Act 1961, the Government of 
Kerala hereby r.ominate the following persons as the non -official members 
of the visitin ; committee of Borstal School, Cannanore for a period of two 
years. 

(1) Sri N. K. Kumaran , M. L. A., Chairman , Municipal Council, 

Cannanore. 
( ii) Sri C.N. Kunhammed , President, Baliapatam Panchayat, 

Cannanore . 
( iii) Sri C. P. Chandrasekharan , Correspondent " Hindu " , Canna 


nore . 


( iv ) Dr. A. T Devadas, M. B. B. S., Pothery Nursing Home and 

X ray Clinic , Cannanore. 


By order of the Governor, 
G. SUKUMARAN NAIR , 

Joint Secretary. 


Explanatory Note 
[ This is not part ofthe notification but is intended to indicate its 
purport ] 

The Kerala Borstal Schools Act, 1961 and the Rules issued thereunder 
stipulate the appointment of a visiting Committee for every Borst | School 
co Asisting of official and non -official me n bers. This Notifi ation is for 
nomi: atin : the non -official members of the visiting Committee of the 
Borstal School, Cannanore. 


G. 1611 
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Section iv 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Pablio (Services C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
*G.O . (P) 223/74/PD . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 12th September 1974 . 
S. R. O. No. 713/74. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section (i) of section (2) of the Kerala Public Services Act, 1968 (Act 19 of 
1968) read with section 3 thereof, the Government of Kerala hereby make 
the following amendment to the Special Rules relating to the Miscel 
laneous posts in the Secretariat in the Kerala General Subordinate 
Service published under G.O. (P ) 2/ Public (Rules) Department dated 
the 2nd January , 1961, in Part I of the K -rala Gazette No. 2 dated 
the 10th January 1961, assubset;uently amended namely : 


AMENDMENT 
In the said Rules , in rule 6 , below item ii under the heading " qualifi 
cations" against category " 4 Binders" the following " note" shall be 
inserted, namely : 
" Note :-- The minimum percentage of marks to be secured by the 

candidates at the practical test shall be 40 % and selection 
shall be made on the basis of marks secured by the candidates 
in the practical test" . 

By order of the Governor, 

V. K. KUTTAN , 
Deputy Secretary . 


Explanatory Note 
( This does notform part ofthe notification , but is intended only to 
indicate the general purport). 

According to the Kerala General Subordinate Service (Miscellaneous 
posts in Secretariat) Special Rules, the technical qualification prescribed 
for the post of binder is " Pass in M. G. T. E. or K. G. T. E. in Boole 
Binding (Lower )" . The rules further provide that in the absence of candi 
dates possessing the above q ialifications, per ons with 18 months experience 
in book binding may be seleeted provided, they prove their proficiency in 
book binding at a practical iest. There is no provision in the Special Rules 
as to whether the appointment should be made either on the basis of 
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seniority in a particular category or on the basis of merits. It may not be 
correct to make appointment on the basis of seniority in a particular cate 
gory , since the appointment to the post of binder is from among the 
candidates belonging to different categories . Appointment to these cate 
gories need not necessarily be by appointment by transfer from among 
peons alone. 

Direct recruitment is also an alternate method of 
appointment to the post of binder. It has also not been specified in the 
ab ive Special Rules as to what should be the minimum percentage of marks 
to be secured by the candidates to qualify themsel es, in the practical test. 
In view of the fact that the rule contemplates selection of candidates in a 
practical rest for appointment to the post of binder in the absence of candi 
dates possessing the qualificationsprescribed for the post, viz , M. G. T. E. or 
K.G. T. E. in book binding, it is con.idered nec- ssary that appointment to 
the post of binder should bemade on the basis of the marks secured by the 
candidate in the practical test irrespective of their seniority . Hence the 
notification amending the rules. 


Section iv 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Agriculture (Forest Special) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


No. 41960 /FS.1 /74 /AD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 20th September 1974 . 
S.R.O.No. 714 74. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section 
(5) of section 7 and section 17 of the Kerala Private Foʻests (Vesting & 
Assignment) Act, 1971 (26 of 1971), the Government ofKerala hereby 
make the following further amendment to the Kerala Private Forests 
( Tribunal)Rules , 1972 issued in Notification No. 24367/FS.1/71 /AD cated 
the 18th February, 1972 and published as S.R.O. No. 86172 in Kerala 
Gazette Extraordinary No 119 dated the 21st February, 1972, namely : 

AMENDMENT 
In the said rules, in rule 8, after sub rule (2 ), the following shall be 
inserted , namely: 

" (3 ) The Divisional Forest Officer, on behalf of the Government 
and the Custodian, may sign counter affidavits to be filed before the Tribu 
nals except in cases where the genuineress of a petitioner s contention is 
admitted. In cases where the genuineness of a petitioner s contention is 
admitted, the Custodian himself shall sign the counter affidavits ." 

By order ofthe Governor, 
P. G. MURALIDHARAN , 

Secretary . 


Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification , but is intended to indicate 
its general purport). 

The counter petitioners in the petitions before the Forest Tribunals are 
the Government and the Custodian and in every case the counter azidavit 
has to be sigoed by the Custodian himself. This casts an unncessary heavy 
burden of paper work on the Custodian It has therefore been decided to 
authorise the Divisional Forest Officers of Special Divisions to sign the 
counter affidavits on behalf of the Government as well as the Cus odian 
except in cases where the genuineness of a petitioner s tion is admit 
ted . 


G. 1619 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 
PUBLIC SERVICES - THE KERALA SECRETARIAT SUBORDINATE SERVICE 

SPECIAL RULES - AMENDMENT-ISSUED 


PUBLIC (RULES ) DEPARTMENT 
G. O. (P ) No. 202 /74/ PD . Dated, Trivandrum , 26th August 1974. 


NOTIFICATION 
S. R. O.No. 715 /74. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section (1 ) of section 2 of the Kerala Public Services Act, 1968 ( 19 of 1968) 
read with section 3 thereof, the Government of Kerala hereby make the 
following amendments to the Special Rules for the Kerala Secretariat Sub 
ordinate Service published under G. O. (P ) No. 208, Public (Rules) 
Department dated the 5th July 1967 in Part I of the Kerala Gazette No. 27 
dated the 11th July 1967 as subsequently amended , namely: 


AMENDMENTS 


In the said rules , 

( 1) in the table under rule 9, “ Category 3, Legal Assistants Grade I" 
in column (1) and the entries against it in columns (2 ) and (3) shallbe 
deleted . 

(2 ) in rule 12 , the proviso shallbe deleted . 


By order of the Governor , 

K. B. WARRIER , 
Spesial Secretary . 

(P.1.0.1 
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Explanatory Note 
( This note is not part of the notification but is intended to indicate is 
general purport) 

According to the Special Rules for the Kerala Secretariat Subordinate 
Service, Legal Assistants Grade II in the Law Department appointed other 
than by direct recruitment have to pass the Adhoc test for Legal Assistants 
for declaration of probation in the category Legal Assistants Grade II if 
they have not already passed the Bir Council Examination . Now that the 
Bar Council Examination has been stopped , a Law Graduate could striaght 
away get enrolled as an Advocate. So the persons from other Departments 
appointed as Legal Assistant Grade II i e. persons appointed other than by 
direct recruitment, are put at a disadvantage because of the fact that they 
are not in a p sition to get enrolled as Advocates. This is an anomaly . 
Besides, knowledge of procedural laws is essential only at the level of Section 
Officers and above in the Law Department. In the circumstances, it has 
bren decided to amend the Special Rules for the Kerala Secretariat Sub 
ordinate Service to the effect that the Legal Assistants Grade II in the Law 
Department need not pas: the Ad hoc test either during the period of proba . 
tion or for promotion as Legal Assistants, Grade I. This Notification is 
intended to achieve the above object. 


To 


The Public (Ser . B ) Department. 
The Public (SC ) Department. 
The Law Department. 
The Secretary, Kerala Public Service Commission , (with C. L.). 
The Secretary to Governor 
The Private Secretary to Chief Minister, 
The Stenographer to the Chief Secretary. 
The Stenographer to the Additional Chief Secretary 


1974 . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Public Works ( Transport C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


No. 34208/ TCI/74-3/PW . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 11th Seplember 1974. 
S. R. O. No. 716/ 74. - Whereas representation has been received from 
Shri A. AbdulBashrer , Thekke Koyickalazh kom , K likolloor, Quilon that 
the tax on passengers and goods in respect of stage carriage bearing 
Registration Number KLQ.8942 cou d not be remitted in time due to 
financial strain and requested for extension of time for payment of tax; 

And whereas the Government are convinced that non -operation of the 
vehicle due to non -payment of tax would cause great inconvenience to the 
travelling pu lic ; 

And whereas Government being ofopinion that it is necessary in the 
public interest 10 extend the time for payment of t x on passingers and 
gods in respect of the stage carriage b -aring Registration Number 
KLQ 8942 for the quarters from 1-9-1973 to 31-8-1974; 

Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by rule 4 of the 
schedule to the Kerala Motor Vehicles ( Taxation of Passengers and Goods) 
Act, 1963, (25 of 1963), the Governmentof Kerala hereby order that the tax 
on passengers and goods together with penalty if any im sed under the Act 
payable in respect of stage carriage bearing Regis ration Number KLO 8912 
belonging to Sri A. Abdul B isheer, Thekke Koy ckılazhikom , Kiliko loor, 
Qu lon for the quarters from 1-9-1973 to 31-8-1974 , for which period the 
tax is in a rears shall be paid as a very spe ial case in ten equal monthly 
instalments commencing from 20-9-1974 and without prejudice to the 
payment of the curre it compo ition fee payable und -r the said Act till the 
entire arrears are cleared , subj” ct to the condition that in case of any default 
in the payment of arrears in any such instalm nts t e abo e cincession for 
pa ment of arreirs in inst ulm n s shall cease to eist and the arrears out 
standing on the date of such default shall be payable in a lump sum . 


By order of the Governor, 
T. S. RAMAKRISHNAN , 
Joint Secretary. 

[P. T. 0 ] 
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Esplanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notification but is intended to explain 
the reason for issue of notification ) 

Representation has bcen received from Shri Abdul Basheer that he 
could not remit the T. P. G. for he periods frım 1-9-1973 to 31-8-1974 due 
to financial strain and request: d for ex ension of time. Government are 
convinced that special circumstances exist that he could not remtthe tax in 
time and therefore as a very special case agreed to pay the arrears in 
instalments . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Local Administration and Social Welfare ( C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Ms.) 171/74 /LASWD . Dated , Trioandrum , 13th August 1974 . 

S.R. O.No. 717/74.- In exercise of the powers conferred by section 54 
of the Kerala Hackney Carriage Act, 1963 (18 of 1963) the Government of 
Kerala hereby make the following amendment to the Kerala Hackney 
Carriage Rules , 1964 issued under G. O.MS. 458 /64/ H & LD . dated the 2nd 
July, 1964 and published as S. R. O. No. 207/64 in Part I of the Kerala 
Gazette No. 27 dated the 7th July, 1964, the same having been previously 
published as required by sub-secuon (1) of section 54 of the said Act. 

AMENDMENT 
In the said rules, after rule 13, the following rule shall be added as 
rule 14, namely : -- 

“ 14. Licensing of iron rimmed Hackney Carriages.- If the registering 
authority is of opinion that the plying of iron rimmed hackney carriage is 
detrimental to any road within the Municipality, the registering authority 
may refuse to register, such hackney carriage unless it is provided with 
pneumatic rubber tyres." 

By order of the Governor, 
U. MAHABALA RAO , 

Secretary 
Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the amendment, but is intended to indicate 
its general purport.) 

A Municipal Council has represented that consequent on the running of 
iron wheeled carts through the roads in the Municipality , the roads become 
damaged soon and that the Municipal Council has to incur heavy expendi 
ture towards the cost ofmaintenance of such roads. It has therefore been 
suggested that plying of iron wheeled carts in the roads in the town may be 
prohibited and only such carts not using iron pattas should be allowed to go 
through the roads. It is considered that the traffic of iron rimmed hackney 
carriages should be restricted within the Municipalities, if considered neces 
sary . The amendment is intended to achieve the above purpose . 


G. 1568 
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Scoction iv 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Home ( B ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt) 1516/74 . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 3rd September 1974 . 
S. R. O.No. 718 /74.- Under Sub -rule ( 1) of rule 39 of the Kerala 
Cinemas ( Regulation ) Rules 1958, theGovernment of Kerala l.ereby recon 
stitute the Board of Examiners for the purpose of holding cinema operator s 
Examination and issue of competency certificate thereof subject to the terms 
and conditions mentioned below : 

The Board of Examiners shall consist of 6 members ( 3 officials and 3 
non - officials including the Chairman and Member Secretary. The follow 
ing persons shall be the members : 

(i) The Chief Electrical Inspector to Government. 
(ii) The Deputy Chief Electrical Inspector. 
(iii) The Executive Engineer, Electrical Wing , P. W. D. 
( iv ) Shri A. V.Mony, Valiamadom , Mavelikara. 

(v ) Shri M.R. K.Menon , Proprietor Janatha Theatre, Peroo, kada . 
(vi) The President, Kerala Film Chamber of Commerce , Ernakulam , 

Cochin - 11 . 
II . The Chief Electrical Inspector will be the Chairman and the 
Deputy Chief Electrical Inspector will be the member Secretary of the Board 
The term of the Board will be for 1 year . 

III. The non -officialmembers of the Board shall work in an honarary 
capacity . The Board shall be classified as I class for purpose of T. A. of the 
non -official members. The expenditure on account of T. A. and other 
expenses connected with the working of the Board will be debited to " 245 
other taxes duties on commodities and services ( A ) 4 Board of Examiners for 
Cinema Operators Travel Expenses" . 

IV . The examiners selected by the Board will be given remuneration 
at the rate of Re. 1 (Rupee one) per candidate. 
V. This notification shall come into force on the 1st July 1974. 

By order of the Governor, 
G. SUKUMARAN NAIR , 

Joint Secretary. 

Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the Notification but is intended to explain its 
purport) 

The term of the Board of examiners constituted as per G. O. Rt 1593/ 
71 /Home dated 3-11-1971 under Sub -rule, (i) of Rule 39 of the Kerala 
Cinema (Regulation ) Rules 1958 expired on 9-11-1973. It has therefore 
become necessary to reconstitute the Board . The above notification is for 
achieving this purpose. 


G. 150 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 
KERALA CIVIL Services (CLASSIFICATION, CONTROL AND APPEAL ) 

RULES, 1960 — AMENDMENT TO Rule 13 (2 ) — ISSUED 


PUBLIC (SERVICES- D ) DEPARTMENT 
G. O. (P ) No. 224 /74 /PD . Dated , Trivandrum , 12th September 1974 . 


NOTIFICATION 
S. R. O.No. 719/74 .-- In exercise of the powers conferred by sub -section 
(1 ) of section 2 of the Kerala Public Services Act, 1968 (19 of 1968) , the 
Government ofKerala hereby make the following amendment t. the Kerala 
Civil Services (Classification , Control and Appeal) Rules, 1960 , published 
in the Kerala Gazette Extraordinary dated the 30th January 1960, 
namely : 


AMENDMENT 
In the said Rules, in rule 13 , in sub rule (2 ) after the proviso the 
following proviso shallbe inserted , namely: 

“ Provided further that the District Collectors in their respective 

jurisdictions shall be competent to impose the penalties specified 
in clauses (a ) and (b ) of this sub rule execpt penalties specified in 
items (v ) and (vi) of clause ( t ) on members of the subordinate 
services employed in the Civil Supplies Department, other than 
those employed in the office of the Board of Revenue (Civil 
Supplies)." . 

By order of the Governor, 

K B. WARRIER , 

Special Secretary 
G 1610 
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Explanatory Note 
( This note is notpart of the Notification , but is intended to indicate its 
general purport). 

In the present food crisis prevailing in this State, it is felt necessary to 
take timely action against others of the Civil Supplies Department for 
corruption , misconduct and dereliction of duty . In notification 
No. C0573 /A1/ 54 /Food dated 20-11-1969 

the District Collectors and 
Additional Secretary ( Civil Supplies), Board of Revenue have been 
en powered to impose the penalties in n embers of the State Service of the 
Civil Supplies Department as specified therein . It is considered necessary 
that the disciplinary powers mentioned in clauses (a ) and (b ) of Rule 13 (2 ) 
of the Kerala Civil Services (Classification , Control and Appeal) Rules, 
1960, except items (v ) and (vi) should also be delegated to the District 
Collectors so as to enable them to impose thuse penalites on members of the 
subordinate services employed in the Civil Supplies Department other than 
those employed in the office of the Board of Revenue ( Civil Supplies). 

This notification is intended to achieve the above object. 
Το 

All Heads of Departments and Offices 
All Departments (all Sections) of the Secretariat 
The Secretary, Kerala Public Service Commission (with C. L.) 
The Registrar, High Court, Ernakulam (with C L.) 
The Registrar, University of Kerala /Calicut/Cochin (with C. 1.) 
The Registrar, Kerala Agricultural University, Trichu (with C. 1.) 
The Advocate General, Ernakulam (with C. L.) 
The Secretary, Kerala State Electricity Board (with C. L.) 
The General Manager , Kerala State Road Transport Corporation 

(with C. L.) 
The Secretary to Governor 
The Private Secretaries to ChiefMinister and other Ministers 
The Stenographers to the Chief Secretary and Additional Chiet 

Secretary, 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Public Works ( Transport --- C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


No. 34208 / TC1/74-2/PW . Dalrd , Trivandrum , 11th September 1974 . 

S. R. O. No 720/74 . -Wherca : representation has been received 
from Sri A. Abdul Basheer, ThekkeKwickalazhikom , Kilikolloor , Quilon 
that the Vehicles tax for the periods from 1-4-1974 to 30-9-974 in respect of 
the stage carriage bearing Registration Number KLQ 8 342 could not be 
remitted in time due to financial strain and requested for extension of time 
for payment of tax in respect of this vehicle; 

* And whereas Government are convinced that non -operation of the 
Vehicle due to non -payment of the tax woull cause great inconvenience to 
the travelling public; 

And whereas the Government being of opinion that it is necessary in 
public interest to extend the tin e for payment of the Veh cle tax in i espect 
of the said Vehicle ; 

Now therefore, in exercise of the powers confer el by section 22 of the 
Kerala Motor Vehicles Taxation Act, 1963 (24 of 1953 ) and in partial 
modification of notification (9) NO 8993 63/PW / TB2 date i th : 23th June, 
1963, published as S. R. O.No. 612/63 in theGazette ex raordinary of the 
samedate, the Government of Kerala ereby order in public interest that the 
vehicles tax together with penalty if any pry.ble under section 12 of the 
Said Act for the periods from 1-4-1974 to 30-9-1974 in respect of stage 
carriage bearing Registration N ). KL 28942 which has fallen in arrears 
shall be paid as a very special case in ten equil montoly installments 
commencing from 20-9-1974 and without prejudice to the payment of the 
current tix payable for the said vehicle till the entire an ears are cleared , 
subject to the condition that in case of any default in pay:nent of arrears in 
any suc in talment, the above co .cession for payment of arre.i s in 
instalinents shali cease to exist and the arrears outstanding oa the date of 
such default shallbe payable in a lumpsum . 


BY order of the Governor, 
T. S. RAMAKRISHNAN , 
Joint Secretary 

( P.T.O. 


G. 1599 
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Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notification , but is intended to explain the 
reasons for the issue of the notification ) 

Shri A. Abdul Basheer has represented that the vehicles tax in respect 
of the stage carriage KLQ 8942 could not be remitted in time due to 
financial strain and urged for extension of time for payment of tıx in respect 
of this vehicle . 

Government are convinced of the position and , in public interest, grant 
extension of time for payment of tax as notified , as otherwise , this vehicle 
might be put out of operation for non payment of tax , causing great 
inconvenience to the travelling public.. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Law (H ) Department 

NOTIFICATIONS 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 371/74 / Law . Dated, Trivandrum , 12th Septemba 1974 . 


S. R. O. No. 723 /74. - In exercise of the povers conferred by 
section 6 of the Indian Christian Marriage Act, 1872 (Central Act 15 
of 1872 ), the Government of Kerala hereby grant a licence to Pastor 
C. J. Abraham of the Kozhikode Peatacostal Church of God residing at 
Philadelphia Hall, Y. M. C. A. Road , Calicut in the Kozhikode Taluk of the 
District of Kozhikode to solemnize marriages in accordance with the provi 
sions of the said Act within the limits of the District of Kozhikode. 


II 
S. R. O. No. 724 /74. - In exercise of the powers conferred by section 9 
of the Indian Christian Marriage Act, 1872 ( Central Act 15 of 1872), the 
Government of Kerala hereby grant a licence to Pastor C. J. Abraham of 
the Kozhikode Pentecostal Church of God , residing at Philadelphia Hall, 
Y.M. C. A Road, Calicut in the Kozhikode Taluk of the D.strict of 
Kozhikode authorising him to grant certificates ofmarriage between Indian 
Christians in accordance with the provisions of the said Act within the limits 
of the District of Kozhikode. 

By order of the Governor , 

M. SEKHARAN , 
Law Secretary. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Agriculture ( Planning II) Department 

NOTIFICATIONS 


I 


No. 43319/P5 /74 / AD - 1. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 28th August 1974 
S. R. O.No. 725 /74 - In exercise of the powers conferred by section 
63 of the Kerala Agricultural University Act, 1971 (33 of 1971), the 
Government of Kerala hereby make the following Ordinance regarding levy 
of fees for obtaining certificates, mark list, etc. namely: 


Ordinance 
The fees for obtaining certificates, mark list etc., shall be as follows: 
(i) For Degree/ Diploma Certificate or Duplicate copy Rs. 20 

of the same (An additional fee of Rs. 3 has to be 
paid if application for Degree/ Diploma Certificate 
is received after one year , but before 5 years after 
the examination ; and Rs. 10 if received after 


5 years) 


(ii ) For provisional Degree /Diploma Certificate 

Rs. 10 
( iii ) For issue of a certified extract from the Register of Rs. 10 

Records of the University 
(iv) For obtaining a Rank Certificate 

R. 10 
( v) For mark list per examination 

Rs. 3 
(vi) Application for change of name 

Rs. 20 
The above rates of fees shall be applicable only to the certificates issued 
for the courses under traditional system . 


II 


No. 43319 /P5/74 /AD - 2. 

Dated, Trtvandrum , 28th August 1974 . 
S. R. O. No, 72674 - In exercise of the powers conferred by section 63 
of the Kerala Agricultural University Act, 1971 (33 of 1971), the Govern . 
ment of Kerala hereby make the following Ordinance regarding the levy of 
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fees in the Constituent Colleges under the Kerala Agricultural University, 
namely : 


Ordinance 
The fees for the Post -graduate Courses shall be as follows: 
Description 

Masters Degree 

Doctorate Degree 
Rs. 

Rs. 
1 . Admission fee 

10.0 

10.00 
2. College caution deposit 100.00 

100.00 
3. Tuition fee 

255.00 (in 3 

405.00 (in 
instalments of 

3 instal 
Rs. 85 each ) 

ments of 
Rs. 135 

cach) 
Special fees: 
1. Athletic 

12.00 

12.00 
2 Association 

10.00 

10.00 
3 . Magazine 

7.00 

7.00 
4. Library 

2.00 

2.00 
5. Stationery 

2.00 

2.00 
6 . Calendar & Syllabus 

2.00 

2.00 
7. Medical inspection 

1.00 

1.00 
Total 291.00 

441.00 


Note: --Admission fee of Rs. 10 and College Caution Deposit of Rs. 100 

will be collected at the time of admission only . 
Admission fee of Rs. 10 alone will be levied from the part-time Post 
graduate students and that those students will be exempted from payment of 
all other fees. 


By order of the Governor, 

S. NAGARAJAN , 
Additional Secretary , 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 
PUBLIC SERVICES - KERALA STATE AND SUBORDINATE SERVICES 

Rules, 1958 - AMENDMENT - ISSUED 


PUBLIC (RULES) DEPARTMENT 
G. O. ( P ) No. 218 /74 /PD . Dated , Trivandrum , 10th September 1974 . 


NOTIFICATION 
S. R. O. No. 727 /74. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section (1) of s ction 2 of the Kerala Public Services Act, 1968 ( 19 of 1968 ) 
the Government of Kerala hereby make the following amendment to the 
Kerala State and Subordinate Services Rules, 1958 , namely: 


AMENDMENT 
In Part II of the said Rules, in rule 10 (b ), for note (2 , to the proviso 
to clause (iii), the following shall be substituted , namely : 

" ( 2) The appointing authorities shall get the necessary details for 
verification of character and antecedents of the candidates advised by 
the Commission from the candidates themselvesbefore they are allowed 
to join dity and the appointing authorities shall obtain the reports on 
the verification of character and antecedents of the candidates to 
advised within a period not exceeding six months from the date of 
joining duty of the candidates" . 


By order of the Governor, 

K. B. WARRIER , 
Special Secretary 

[p.t.o. ) 
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Explanatory Note 
( This note is not part of the notification but is intended to indicate its 
general purport), 

According to the existing rules, the Public Service Commission has to 
send necessary details to the appointing authorities for verification of 
character and antecedents while advising candidates for appointment and 
the appointing au horities have to obtain the reports on the verification of 
character and antecedents of the candidates so advised within a pero i not 
exceeding six monts from the d . te of receipt of he advice of he 
Commission. Government have now decided that the app intin ; authorities 
should get the nece-sary details for veri ication of character and an ecedents 
from the candid tes themselves before they are allowed to join duty. This 
notification is intended to achieve the above object. 
T , 

All Heads of Depar ments and Offices 
All Departments of the Secretariat ( All section ) 
The Secretary, Kerala Public Service Commission , Trivandrum 

(with C. L.) 
The Registrar, University of Kerala 
The Registrar, University of Calicut 
The Registrar, Uiversity of Cochin , Cochin 
The Registrar, High Court, Ernakulam 
The Advocate General, Ernakulam 
The GeneralManager, Kerala State Road Transport 

Corporation 
The Secretary, Kerala State Electricity Board 
The Accountant General 
The Secretaries, Additional Secretaries, Joint Secretaries, Deputy 

Secretaries and Under Secretaries to Government 
The Secretary to Governor 
The Private Secretaries to ChiefMinister and other Ministers 
The Public (Services B ) Department 
The Public ( S. C.) Department 
The Stenographer to the Chief Secretary 
All recognised Service Associations 
The Registrar, Kerala Agricultural University, Trichur 


23 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Public Works ( Transport C ) Departmoot 

NOTIFICATION 


No. 34202 /TCI/74 /PWD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 28th August 1974 . 
S. R. O. No. 728 /74. - In exercise of the powers conferred by rule 4 
of the schedule to the Kerala Motor Vehicles ( Taxation of Passengers and 
Goods) Act, 1963 (25 of 1963 ) and in partial modification of Notification I 
No. 49087/ TB2 /71/PW dated 1st June, 1972 published as S.R.O.No. 262/72 
in the Kerala Gazette Extraordinary No. 287 dated 1st June 1972 as 
modified by Notification I No. 39011 / TB2/72/ PW dated 29th September, 
1972 , published as S. R. O. No. 495/72 in the Kerala Gazette Extra 
ordinary No. 538 dated 29th September, 1972, the Government of Kerala 
being of opinion that it is necessary in the public interest to do so, hereby 
order that the 5th to 24th instalments ofarrears of tax due under the said 
Act in respect stage carriage KLQ.4854 belonging to Sri A Sharaffud 
din , Kunnumpurathu Veedu , Kummil, Kadakkal shall be paid in ten equal 
monthly instalments, the first of such instalments falling due forthwith, 
without prejudice to the payment of instalments of arrears of tax falling due 
every month as per the orders in force and also the current tax . 

By order of the Governor , 
C.M. NARAYANAN , 

Deputy Secretary. 


Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the Notification but is intended to explain the 
reasons for issue of the Notification ) 

It has been represented by Sri A. Sha ,afluddin that he could not remit 
the 5th to 24th instalments of arrears of T. P. G on or before the due dates 
due to financial strain . 

He has requested for extension of time. Guvernment have considered 
the matter and decided to extend the time as notified in public interest, as 
otherwise the vehicle will be put out of operation causing much incon 
venience to the students and the travelling public . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Local Administration and Social Welfare (C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


0 


G. O. Ms. No. 211/74 /LA & SWD. Dated, Trivandrum , 24th September 1974 . 

S. R. O.No. 729/74. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section (2 ) of section 407 of the Kerala Municipalities Act, 1960 ( 14 of 1961 ), 
the Government Kerala hereby revise the reservation of seat 
fixed by the Director of Municipalities for women in Ward No. XIV 
( cantonment south ) of the Quilon Municipality as per his Letter 
No. A2-2181/72 dated 31-8-1973 and refix it in Ward No. VI (Asramom 
Middle ) . 


By order of the Governor, 

N N. ELAYEDOM , 
Deputy Secretary . 


Explanatory Note 
( This note is not part of this notification but is intended to indicate its 
general purport.) 

At the time of finalising the ward delimitation of the Quilon 
Municipality the Director of Municipalities reserved Ward No.XIV 
(Cantonment South ) and Ward No. XX1 ( Beach South ) for women. 
Representations have been received by Government requesting that 
Teservation for women ordered by the Director of Municipalities in Ward 
No. XIV (Cantonment South ) may be shifted to Ward No. VI (Asramom 
Middle) Government have considered the cose and have decided that the 
reservation for women fixed in Ward No. XIV (Cantonment South ) should 
be shifted to Ward No. VI) Asramom Middle). The notification is intended 
for the purpose . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA . 
Public Works ( Transport C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


No. 35939 / TC1/74 /PW . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 24th September 1974. 
S. R. O. No. 730/74. - In exercise of the powers conferred by rule 4 
of the schedule to the Kerala Motor Vehicles ( Taxation of Passengers and 
Goods) Act, 1963 (25 of 1963) and in partialmodication of Notification I 
No. 49087/ TB2/71/PW dated 1st June, 1972 published as S. R. O. 
No. 262/72 in the Kerala Gazette Extraordinary No. 287 dated 1st June 1972 
as modified by Notification I No. 39011/ TB2 /72 /PW dated 29th September , 
1972 published as S. R. O. No. 495/72 in the Kerala Gazette Extra 
ordinary No. 538 dated 29th September, 1972 , the Government of Kerala 
being of opinion that it is necessary in the public interest to do so , hereby 
order that the dates of payment of the 8th to 20th instalments of arrears of tax 
due under the said Act in respect of the stage carriage KLT 4512 belonging 
to Sri S. Raghavan , S. R. Motors, Varkala shall be deemed to have 
extended till 5-7-1974 . 


By order of the Governor, 
T. S. RAMAKRISHNAN , 

Joint Secretary 


Explanatory Note 
(This isnot part ofthe Notification but is intended to explain , the reasons 
for issue of the Notification ) 

It has been represented by Sri S. Raghavan that he could not remit 
the 8tin t . 20th instalments of arrears o T. P. G. on or before the due 
dates due to financial strain and that he remitted the tax before 5-7-1974 . 
He requested to condone the delay in remitting the tax . The Notification 
is to condone the delay . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Local Administration and SocialWelfare (G ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. M. S. No. 205 /74 /LA & SWD. Dated, Trivandrum , 20th September 1974 . 

S. R. O. No. 731 74. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section ( 1) of Section 44 of the Town Planning Act, 1108 (IV of 1108 ) read 
with Section 45 there of and sub -section (i) of section 45 of the Madras 
Town Planning Act, 1920 (VII of 1920 ) read with section 46 thereof the 
Government of Kerala hereby make the following amendment to the 
Notification I issued under G O. M. S. 436/68 /DD. dated 26th September 
1968 and published as S. R. O. No. 386/68 in the Kerala Gazette Extra 
ordinary No. 235 dated the 26th September, 1968 , as subsequently amended 
namely : 


AMENDMENT 


In the said Notification in the third paragraph , 
for the entry " Deputy Secretary , Local Administration Department, 
Secretariat, Trivandrum , the following entry shall be substituted namely: 
“ District Collector , Ernakulam " . 

By order of the Governor, 

S. KRISHNA KUMAR , 
Additional Secretary. 


Explanatory Note 
This is not part of the notification but is intended to indicate the 
general purport. Government consider it necessary to nominate the D. C. 
Emakulam as one ofthe Trustees in the Cochin Town Planning Trust. 
This notification is intended to achieve the above purpose. 
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Seotion iv 
· GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Public Works (Transport-C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 36004 /TC1/74 /PWD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 28th September 1974 . 
S. R. O. No. 732 /74. - In exercise of the powers conferred by rule 4 of 
the Schedule to the Kerala Motor Vehicles ( Taxation of Passengers and 
Goods) Act, 1963 ( 25 of 1963 ) and in partialmodification of Notification 1 
No. 49087 /TB2 /71/PW ., dated 1st June, 1972 published as S. R. O. 
No. 262/72 in the Kerala Gazette Extraordinary No. 287 dated 1st June 
1972 as modified by Notification I No. 39011/ TB2/72 /PW ., dated 29th 
September , 1972 published as S. R. O. No. 495/72 in the Kerala Gazette 
Extraordinary No. 538 dated 29th September, 1972, the Government of 
Kerala being of opinion that it is necessary in the public interest to do so , 
hereby order that the date of payment ofthe 25th instalment of arrears of 
tax due under the said Act in respect of the stage carriage KLQ 5304 
belonging to Sri Sebastian John Fernandez, Thittayil Kizhakkethil , 
Eravipuram P. O., Quilon shall be extended till 3-9-1974. 

By order of the Governor, 
T. S. RAMAKRISHNAN , 

Joint Secretau . 


Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the Notification but is intended to explain , the 
reasons for issue of the Notification .) 

It has been represented by Sri Sebastian John Fernandez that he 
could not remit the 25th instalment of arrears of T. P. G. on or before 
31-8-1974 due to financial strain and that he remitted the tax on 3-9-1974 . 
He requested to condone the delay in remitting the tax . The notification is 
to condone the delay . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Higher Education ( R ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O. (P ) No. 135 /74/ H . Edn . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 11th September 1974. 
S. R. O.No. 733/74. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub -section ( 1) of section 2 of the 
Kerala Public Services Act, 1968 (19 of 1968), the Government of Kerala hereby make the following Special 
Rules to regulace the recruitment and conditions of service of Instructors ( rade I and Grade II in the 
Vocational Training Centres, namely: 

1 . Qualifications: - No person shall be eligible for appointment to any category or post specified in 
column (1) of the Table below by the method of appointment specified against it in column ( 2) hercof unless 
he possesses the qual.fications specified in The corresponding entry in column (3) of the said Table. 

Table 
Category Method of appointment 

Qunlifications 
( 2 ) 

(3 ) 
Category 1. - 
Junior Instructor Grade I 1. By transfer from the Category of (i) A pass in Standard VII or its 
in Tailoring 

Junior Instructor Grade I in Tail equivalent qualification ; 
oring Trade Schools 

( ii) (a ) Must possess a diploma in 
Or 

Tailoring and Garment 
2. In the absence of suitable hands 

mabirg issued by the Indus 
for transfer under item ( 1 ) above, 

tries and 

Commerce 
.by promotion from the category of 

Department / Technical 
Juno: Instructors Grade II in 

Education Department 
T. G.M., Training Centres 

Or 
Or 

(b ) Must possess a K. G.T. E. 
3. In the absence of suitable hands 

Ceit ficate in Cutting and 
for transfer , under item (1 ) and for 

1 ailo ing (Lower ) 
promotion under item ( 2 ) above, 

Ani 
by direct recruitment 

(iii) Not less than 2 years experience in 

Ta loring and Garmitt-Making 


( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 
Category 2. 
Junior Instructor Grade I 1. By promotion from the category of (i) Pess in III Form or its equivalent 
in Book Binding 

Junior Instructor Grade II in qualification 
Book Binding 

(ii ) Must possess a K.G.T.E. (Lower ) 
Or 

Certificate in Book- Binding and 
2. In the absence of suitable hands (iii ) Not less than tho year s experi 

for promotion under item (1) above ence in book -binding 

by direct recruitment 
Category 3. 
Junior Instructor Grade I 1. By promotion from the category of (i) Pass in Standard VII or its 
in Weaving 

Junior Instructors Grade II in equivalent qualification 
Weaving 

( ii) Must possess a certificate in 
Or 

Textile Technology issued by the 
2. In the absence of suitable hands Principal, Institute of Textile 

for promotion under item ( 1) above Technology /Principal, Central 
by direct recruitment 

Polytechnic /Secretary 

to the 
Commissioner for Government 
Examinations after having a 
course of study for 2 years 

Or 
Must possess a K.G.T.E. ( Lower) 

Certificate in Spinning and 

Weaving and 
(iii) Not less than five year s practical 

experience as a Weaver in a Mill 
or Weaving shed 


N 


Category 4. 

Junior Instructor Grade-I 1. By promotion from the category of (i) Pass in Standard VII or its 
in Composing and Print Junior Instructor Grade II in equivalent qualification ; 
ing Composing and Printing 

( ii ) Must possess a K.G.T.E. ( Lower) 
Or 

Certificate in Composing, Print 
2. In the absence of suitable hands, ing and Proof Reading and 
for promotion under item (1) above, (iii) Not less than two year s practical 
by direct recruitment 

experience in a reputable Printing 

Press 
Category 5. 
Junior Instructor Grade- I By direct recruitment 

(1) Pass in Standard VII or its 
in Rattan Work 

equivalent qualification; 
( ii ) Must possess two year s certificate 

in Rattan Work issued from the 
School of Arts 

Or 
Not less than 5 year s professional or 

teaching experience in Rattan 
Work in an insitution or establish 

ment of repute 
Category 6. 
Junior Instructor By direct recruitment 

Same as for Category - 2 Junior 
Grade-II in Book 

Instructor Grade I in book binding 
Binding 
Category 7. 
Junior Instructor By direct recruitment 

Same as Category- 3 - Junior Instru 
Grade- II in Weaving 

ctor Grade I in Weaving 
Category 8. 
Junior Instructor By direct recruitment 

Same as Category -4 - Junior Instru 
Grade- II in Composing 

ctor Grade I in Composing and 
and Printing 

Printing 


UT 


( 2 ) 


( 3) 


( 1) 
Category 9. 
Junior Instructor Grade I By direct recruitment 

in Koramat Weaving 


(i) Pass in Standard VII or its 

equivalent qualification and 
( ii) Atleast five year s experience in 

Koramat Weaving 


2. Probation ,-Every person appointed to a category shall from the date on which he joins duty be on 
probation : 

(i) if he is appointed by direct recruitment or by transfer, for a total period of two years on duty 

within a continuous period of three years; and 
( ii ) in other cases, for a total period of one year on duty within a continuous period of two years. 

3. Resertation of apointments. - The rule relating to reservation of appointments (Rules 14 to 17 of 
the General Rules ) shail apply to appointments by direct recruitment. 

4. Qualification regarding age.- No candidate shal. De eligible for appointment by direct recruitment 
to any category it he has not completed or will not complete 18 (eighteen ) years of age or it he has completed 
or will complete the age of 33 (thirty -three ) on the 1st day of July of ihe year in which applications for 
appointmeni are invited , subject to usual relaxation in the case of Scheduled Cas.e/Scheduled Tribes and 
Backward Classes. 


By order of the Governor, 
P. K. UMASHANKAR 

Special Secretary 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Food ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 2777 /A1/74 /Fd. D. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 24th September 1974 . 
S. R. O. No. 737/74 - Under the fourth proviso to sub -rule (1) of 
rule 13 of the Kerala Civil Services (Classification , Control and Appeal) 
Rules, 1960, and in supersession ofNotification No. 50573/A1/64 /fd . D. 
dated the 20th November, 1969 published in Part I of the Kerala Gazette 
No. 47 dated the 2nd December, 1969, the Government ef Ker .la hereby 
delegate to the authorities mentioned in column ( 1) of the schedule below , 
their powers to impose the penalties mentioned in column (2) of the said 
schedule on the officers mentioned in column (3) thereof, subject to the 
following conditions namely : 
( 1) from the orders passed by any of the said authorities in exercise 

of the powers so delegated , a revision shall lie to the Govern 

ment; and 
(2 ) such delegation shall not enable any of the said authorities to 

impose the punishment ofrecovery from pay in cases where 
they are not competent to impose the said penalty on any 
member working under him . 

THE SCHEDULE 
( 1) (2 ) 

( 3 ) 
1 . District Collector Censure ; 

Taluk Supply Officer / 
(b ) Withholding of incre 

Rationing 
ments ; 

Officer /Spl. Tahsil 
( c) Recovery from pay of dar. 

the whole or part of 
any pecuniary loss 
caused to a State 
Govt. or the Central 
Govt. or to 

a local 
authority by negli 
gence or breach of 

orders ; and 
(d ) recovery from pay to 

the extent necessary of 
the monetary value 
equivalent the 
amount of increments 
ordered to be withheld 
where such an order 
cannot be given effect 


City 


to 


to . 
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( 1) 

[ (2 ) 
2. (i) Commissioner of ( a ) Censure ; 

Civil Supplies, (b ) Withholding of incre 
Board of Reve ments , 


( 3 ) 
Superintendent/ Taluk 
Supply Officer/ City 
Rationing Ollicer / 
Spl, Tahsildar. 


nue . 


( ii). Director of Civil : 

Supplies, Board 

of Revenue 
(iii) Secretary (Civil ( 0) Erecovery from pay of 

Supplies) Board the whole or part of 
ofRevenue 

any pecuniary loss 
(iv ) Addl. Secretary ciused to a State Govt. 

(CS) , Board of or the Central Govt, or 
Revenue 

to a local authority by 
negligence or breach of 
orders; 


hand 


( d ) recovery from pay to 

the extent necessary of 
the monetary value equi 
valent to the amount of 
increments ordered to 
be withheld where such 
an order cannotbe given 
effect io . 

By order of the Governor 

P. M. ABRAHAM , 

Special Secretary. 


Explanatory Note 
In Notification No. 50573/A1/64 /Fd . D. dated 20th November, 1969, 
certain disciplinary powers were delegated to the District Collectors and 
the Addl. Secretary (CS) , Board of Revenue under the fourth proviso to 
sub-rule (1 ) of rule 13 of the Kerala Civil Services ( Classification , Control 
and Appeal) Rules , 1960. The post of Secretary, T. M. E. Board has 
subsequently been abolished . In the present set up , it has also become 
necessary to delegate the powers to the Commissioner of Civil Supplies and 
Director of Civil Supplies. Eventhough the posts of Secretary ( CS ) and 
Additional Secretary (CS) are nonexistant now , these posts are also included 
in the notification so as to provide for any administrative change in future. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Home ( SS ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 47323 /SS1/74 /Home. Dated , Trivandrum , 1st October 1974 . 

S. R. O. No. 734 /74. - Under section 5 of the Maintenance of 
Internal Security Act, 1971 (Central Act 26 of 1971), the Govern 
ment of Kerala hereby make the following amendment to the 
Kerala Security Prisoners Order, 1971, published under notification 
No. 19187 /SS3/71-3 /Home dated the 8th December, 1971, in the 
Kerala Gazette Extraordinary No. 526 dated the 8th December, 1971, 
as subsequently amended , namely : 

AMENDMENT 
In the said Order, in clause 4 , after the word , figures, 
brackets and letter " Section 3 ( 1) (a ) (iii )" , the words, figures, 
brackets and letter " or Section 3 ( 1 ) (c )" shall be inserted. 


By order of the Governor , 

NARAYANASWAMY, 
Special Secretary to Government. 

Explanatory Note 
It is necessary to amend the Kerala Security Prisoners 
Order, 1971 to regulate the condition of detention of persons 
detained on the grounds referred to in clause (c ) if Sub section 
( 1) of Section 3 of the Maintenance of Internal Security Act, 1971 . 
Hence the notification . 
PRINTED AND PUBLISHED BY THE S.G.P. AT THE COVERNMENT PRESS , 

TRIVANDRUM , 1974. 


Reg . No. K , 107 . 


Governmen of Kerala 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Home ( SS ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 46686 SS174-1 Home. Dated , Trivandrum , 1st October 1974. 

S. R. O. No. 735 74. - Under Section 5 of the Maintenance of 
Internal Security Act, 1971 (Central Act 26 of 1971) and in partial 
modification of the Notification No. 19187 -SS371-2 Home dated 4th 
December , 1971 published in the Kerala Gazette Extraordinary 
No. 524 dated 4th December , 1971, as subsequently amended , the 
Government of Kerala hereby direct that the persons detained under 
the detention orders made by the State Government or by any officer 
subordinate to them in exercise of the powers under section 3 (1) (c ) 
of the said Act shall be detained in the Central Prison , Trivandrum , 


By order of the Governor, 

S. NARAYANASWAMY, 

Special Secretary to Goverr.ment. 

xpl: tory Note 
It is considered necessary to specify the Central Prison . 
Trivandrum as the place of detention of persons ordered to be detained 
by the State Government or by any officer subordinate to them under 
Section 3 ( 1 ) (c ) of the Maintenance of Internal Security Act, 1971. 
Hence this Notification is issued. 
333034 /MC. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Home (SS ) Department 

NOTIDICATION 
No. 46686 SS174-2Home. Dated , Trivandrum , 1st October 1974 . 

S. R. O. No. 736 74. — Under Section 5 of the Maintenance of 
Internal Security Act , 1971 (Central Act 26 of 1971) the Government 
of Kerala hereby order that the following persons detained under 
Section 3 ( 1 ) (c ) of the said Act shall be removed from Central Jail, 
Cannanore to Central Prison , Trivandrum . 

1. Shri K. S. Abdulla , Slo . Abdul Kader, Kasargode, Cannanore. 
2. Shri Kallatra Abbas Haji, Slo . Mohamed Haji. 
3. Shri Kallatra Mahin , Slo . Mohammed Haji. 
4. Shri Ibrahim Soopi, Slo . Soopi. 
5. Shri M. B. Abdulla , Slo . Abdul Rahiman Haji. 
6. Shri K. S. Mohamed Kunhi Haji, Slo . Abdulla . 
7. Shri Choori Kunhamoo, Sjo . Boddan Mohamed. 
8. Shri Kallatra Abdul Khader Haji , Slo . Abdulla . 


By order of the Governor, 

S. NARAYANASWAMY, 
Special Secretary to Government. 


PRINTED AND PUBLISHED BY THE S. G. P. AT THE GOVERNMENT PRESS, 

TRIVANDRUM . 1974 
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144 70 ) NOTIFICATION 
No. Ex . E2-37744 /74 . 

20th September 1974 . 
DIPLOMA EXAMINATION IN ENGINEERING/ TECHNOLOGY AND WOMEN S 

POLYTECHNIC — DECEMBER 1974 
It is hereby notified that the following Diploma Examinations i 
Engineering / Technology - Women s Polytechnic Examinationswill commence 
on 16th December 1974 as per the old and new rules. Time Table will be 
published separately . 

FIRST YEAR EXAMINATIONS 
1. First Year Diploma Examination in Engineering (Old & New Rules) 
2. First Year Diploma Examination in Instrument Technology 
3 First Year Diploma Examination in Chemical Technology (Old and 

New Rules ) 
4. First Year Diploma Examination in Textile Technology ( Old and New 

Rules) 
5. First Year Diploma Examination in Printing Technology (Old and New 

Rules) (Leiter Press Group ) 
6. First Year Diploma Examination in Electronics (Old and New Rules) 
7. First Year Diploma Examination in Costume Design and Dress Making 

SECOND YEAR EXAMINATIONS 
1. Second Year Diploma Examination in Civil Engineering (Old and New 

Rules ) 
2. Second Year Diploma Examination in Mechanical Engineering (Old 

and New Rules) 
3. Second Year Diploma Examination in Electrical Engineering (Old and 

New Rules) 
4. Second Year Diploma Examination in Automobile Engineering (Old and 

New Rules ) 
5. Second Year Diplom . Examination in Chemical Engineering (Old and 

New Rules) 
6. Second Year Diploma Examination in Chemical Technology (Old and 

New Rules) 
7. Second Year Diploma Examination in Printing Technology (Letter 

Press Group) (Old and New Rules ) 
8. Second Year Diploma Examination in Textile Technology (Old and 

New Rules) 
9. Second Year Diploma Examination in Electronics (Old and New Rules) 

G. 165/ J . 
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FINAL YEAR EXAMINATIONS 
1. Final Year Diploma Examination in Civil Engineering ( Old and New 

Rules ) 
2. Final Year Diploma Examination in Mechanical Engineering (Old and 

New Rules) 
3. Final Year Diploma Examination in Electrical Engineering (Old and 

New Rules) 
4. Final Year Diploma Examination in Chemical Engineering (Old and 

New Rules) 
5. Final Year Diploma Examination in Chemical Technology (Old and 

New Rules) 
6. Final Year Diploma Examination in Automobile Engineering ( Old and 

New Rules ) 
7. Final Year Diploma Examination in Textile Technology (Old and New 

Rules) 
8. Final Year Diploma Examination in Printing Technology (Old and New 

Rules) (Letter Press Group) 
9. Final Year Diploma Examination in Electronics (Old and New Rules) 

( Old Scheme) 
10. Final Year Diploma Examination in Costume Design and Dress Making 
Note:-1. Candidates who were admitted in the School year 1972-73 and 

candidates who have opted the new rules in 1972 only are 
cligible to appear for the examinations under the New Rules . 
All other candidates have to appear for the examination under 

the Ol : Rules . 
2 . Candidates who have failed in the examination of the Old 

Scheme will have to appear for the corresponding subjects in the 

examination under the New Scheme- old Rules . 
The following Institutions will be the Centres of the examination noted 
against each : 
Name of Centre 

Name of Examination 
1. Central Polytechnic, 1. First Year Diploma Examination in 
Trivandrum 

E gineering 
2. First and Second Year Diploma Exami 

nation in Electronics 
3. Second and Final Year Diploma Exa 

mination in Civil, Mechauical & Ele 

ctrical Engineering 
4. First, Second and Final Year Diploma 

Examination in Textile Technology 
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Name of Centre 
2. S.ee Narayana 

Polytechnic, Kottiyam , 
Quilon 


3. Carmel Polytechnic, 

Punnapra, Alleppey 


4. N.S.S. Polytechnic , 

Pandalam , Mannamnagar 


5. Govt. Polytechnic, 

Kottayam 


Name of Examination 
1. First Year Dil li ma Examination in 

Engineering 
2. Second and Final Year Diploma Exa 

mination in Civil, Mechanical and 

Electrical Engineering 
1. First Year Diploma Examination in 

Engineering 
2. Second and Final Year Diploma in 

Civil, Mechanical and Electrical Engi 

neering 
1. First Year Diploma Examination in 

Engineering 
2. Second and Final Year Diploma Exa 

mination in Civil, Mechanical and 

Electrical Engineering 
1. First Year Diploma Examination in 

Engineering 
2. Second and Final Year Diploma Exa 
mination in Civil, Mechanical and 

Electrical Engineering 
1. First Year Diploma Examination in 

Engineering (Common for First Year 

Auto ) 
2. First, Second and Fin.1 Year Diploma 

Examination in Chemical Technology 
3. Second & Final Year Diploma Exami 

nation in Civil, Mechanical & Elec 

trical Engineering 
4. Second & Final Year Diploma Exami 

nation in Automobile Engineering 
1. First Year Diploma Examination in 

Engineering 
2. Second & Final Year Diploma Exami 

nation in Civil,Mechanical & Electrical 

Engineering 
1. First Year Diploma Examin tion in 

Engineering / 
2. Second & Final Year Diploma Exami 

nation in Civil, Mechanical & Electri 
cal Engineering 


6. Govt. Polytechnic , 

Kalamassery 


7. Maharaja s Technological 

Institute, Trichur 


8. Thiagarajar Polytechnic, 

Alagappanagar 
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Name of Centre 

Name of Examination 
9. Sree Rama Polytechnic, 1. First year Diploma Examination in 
Valappad 

Engineering 
2. Second & Final year Diploma Exami 

nation in Civil, Mechanical & Electri 

cal Engineering 
10. Government Polytechnic , 1. First year Diploma Examination in 
Perinthalmanna 

Engineering 
2. Second & Final year Diploma Exami 

nation in Civil, Mechanical & Electri 

cal Engineering 
11. Seethi Sahib Memorial 1. First year Diploma Examination in 
Polytechnic , Tirur 

Engineering 
2. First, Second & Final year Diploma in 

Electronics 
3. Second & Final year Diploma Exami 

nation in Civil, Mechanical & Electri 

cal Engineering 
12. Government Polytechnic , 1. First year Diploma Examination in 
Calicut 

Engineering (Common for first year 

Chemical Engineering ) 
2. Second & Final year Diploma Exami 

nation in Civil, Mechanical, Electrical 

and Chemical Engineering 
13. Government Polytechnic, 1. First year Diploma Examination in 
Thottada P. O., Cannanore Engineering 

2. Second & Final year Diploma Exami 

nation in Civil, Mechanical & Electri 

cal Engineering 
3. First, Second & Final year Diploma in 

Textile Technology 
14. Institute of Printing 1. First, Second & Final year Diploma 

Technology, Shoranur Examination in Printing Techn logy 
15. Women s Polytechnic , 1. First year Diploma Examination in 
Trivandrum 

Instrument Technology 
2. First year Diploma Examination in 

Costume Design & Dress making 
3. Final year Diploma in Costume Design 

& Dress making (New Scheme 2 year 
course ) 
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Name of Centre 

Name of Examination 
16. Womens Polytechnic, 1. First year Diploma Examination in 
Trichur 

Costume Design & Dress making 
2. Final year Diploma Examination in 

CostumeDesign & Dress making (New 

Scheme- Two year course) 
3. First, Second & Final year Diploma 

Examination in Electronics (Old & 

New rules) 
17. Women: Polytechnic, 1. First year Diploma Examination in 
Calicut 

Costume Design & Dress making 
2. Final year Diploma Examination in 

Costume Design & Dress making (New 

scheme- Two year course ) 
18. Swamy Nityananda 1. First year Diploma Examination in 
Polytechnic, Kanhangad Engineering 

2. Second & Final year Ex mination in 

Mechanical & Automobile Engineering 
Principals of Polytechnics willbe the Chief Superintendents of the centres 
concerned , for the conduct of the Examination . All the Principals of the 
Polytechnics should accept the Chief Superintendentship and they will not be 
exempted from this work on any account. 

Candidates who have undergone the prescribed course satisfactorily in 
any one of the recognised Polytechnics in this State and wło have secured 
the prescribed minimum attendance ie. 80 % above are eligible to appear for 
the Examination . However necessary condonation for the shortage in atten 
dance can be obtained for valid reasons from the competent authority. 

As per the old rules, if a candidate fails in more than two groups 
in the examination , he will be declared to have failed in the whole 
examination and will have to appear for all groups at the next appearance. 
Candidates failed in one or two groups of the examination will be a llowed 
to continue in he next higher class but the result of the examination in the 
next higher class will be released only after he passes the group in which he 
failed in the examination of the lower class . Candidates who have failed in 
all groups in the First year Examination for 3 chances are not eligible to 
appear for the First year Examination again . 

As per the new rules if a candidate fails in more than 3 subjects either 
written or practicalhe is not eligible for promotion to the next higher class. 
Candidates who have failed in 3 subjects of the examination will be allowed 
to continue in the next higher class but the result of the examination in the 
next higher class will be released only after he pusses the subjects in which 
he failed in the examination ofthe lower class. 
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Candidates who have failed in the subject/s (New rules) in the previous 
examination need appear only for the failed subjects in the subsequent 
examination . Such candidates should appear for the subsequent examina 
tion for all the subjects in which they have failed in the previous examina 
tion . 

So also candidates failed in two groups (Old rules) should appear for 
the subsequent examinations for the two groups in which they have failed in 
the previous examination . 

PEACEMEAL APPEARANCE WILL NOT BE ALLOWED 
Principals of Polytechnics should verify whether the candidate has 
remitted fee for all groups/subjects in which he failed . If any candicate has 
submitted applications for partial appearance such applications need not be 
forwarded to this office. 

If a candidate fails in the session work he should repeat the course for 
one year . 

The results of some candidates of the higher class will be with held 
irrespectively of the fact whether they have passed or failed or were absent 
in the examination , if they have not passed the examination of the lower 
class. Such candidates are eligible to sit for the examination of 
the higher class only after the withheld RESULT is released . If 
any candidate submits applications contra: y to the above rules, such applica 
tions need not be forwarded to this office . 

The following categories of candidates only are eligible to appear for 
the 1st and 2nd year and Second and Final year Examination simult 
aneously. 

FIRST AND SECOND YEAR 
Candidates who have obtained group benefit/subject benefit in the 1st 
year examination and are now studying in the Second year class only 
are eligible to sit for the 1st and 2nd year examinations sinulta neously . 
But the result of the 2nd year examination of such candidates will be 
released only after he/she passes the failed groups/subjects of the 1st ycar 
examination . 

SECOND AND THIRD YEAR 
Candidates who have not passed the 1st year examination completely 
will not be admitted for the final year examination . 

Candidates who have obtained group benefit or subject benefit in the 
second year examination and are now studying in the 3rd year class 
only are eligible to sit for the 2nd and final year examination simal 
taneously. But the result of the final year examination of such candidates 
will be released only after he/she passes the failed groups/ subjects of the 


second year . 
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RATE OF FEE FOR THE EXAMINATION 
Old rules 

Now rules 
(All Arst year examination ) 
Rs. 

Rs. 
Whole Examination 

35 Whole Examination 

35 
One group 

20 One subject 

10 
Two groups 

35 Two subjects 

20 
Three subjects 

30 
Four subjects and above 35 

( All Second year Examinations) 
Whole Examination 40 Whole Examination 

40 
One group 20 One subject 

15 
Two groups 

40 Two subjects 

30 
Three subjects 

40 
(All final year Examinations) 
Whole Examination 

45 Whole Examination 

45 
One group 

25 One subject 

15 
Two groups 

45 Two subjects 

30 
Three subjects 

45 
(Fine for late remittance: Re. 1) 
The fee for the examination should be remitted into a Government 
Treasury in the State Bank under the head of account “ 077 B (a) I 
Examination Fees " . 

Remittance of examination fee in a Treasury or State Bank outside the 
State of Kerala may be credited to the Head of account under “ 077 B (a) 
I I. S. S. A " to the Kerala State . 

Fees from the regular candidates (candidates on the roll of an insti 
tution ) may be collected by the Principal of the Polytechnic and remitted 
into the Treasury or State Bank ( separate remittance may be made for the 
jate remittarite with fine) in the name of the Principal and the original 
chalan receipt forwarded along with the normal list of candidates. 

Private candidates will have to remit the examination fces in the name 
of candidates themselves in separate chalan and the original chalan receipt 
should be forwarded with the application . 

On no account the examination fee be sent to this office in cash or 
cheque or money order or postal order or in any form other than those 
prescribed above. 

Amount remitted as examination fee will not be refunded or adjusted 
towards the fee for a subsequent examination . 

Last dates for remittances of fees without fine and with fine and the 
last date for receipt of applications and nominal list in the office of the 
Commissioner for Government Examinations are fixed as follows: 
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8-10-1974 


15-10-1974 


21-10-1974 


15-10-1974 


Last date for remittance of fee without fine 

(I & II Year ) 
Last date for remittance of fee with fine 

(I & II Year) 
Last date for the receipt of the application and nominal 
list (I & II Year) by the Secretary to the Commissioner 

for Government Examinations 
Date ofsubmission of application with original chalan 

to the Principals by the private candidate 

( I & II Year) 
Last date for remittances of fee without fine 

(Final Year ) 
Last date for remittance of fee with fine 

( Final Year) 
Last date for the receipt of application and nominal 
list ( Final Year) by the Secretary to the Commissioner 
for Government Examinations 
Date of submission of application with original chalan 

to the Principals by the private candidates 


21-10-1974 


28-10-1974 


31-10-1974 


29-10-1974 


The dates of remittance noted above are the dates fixed for remittance 
offee into the Treasury by the Principals of Institutions and by the private 
candidates and not the date fixed for the payment of fee by regular candidates 
in the Office of the Polytechnics . 

The applications relating to those candidates who have remitted the 
fee after the last date , need not be forwarded to this office . 

The fees remitted after the last date either by the Principals or students 
will not be accepted . 

The Principals of Polytechnics should remit the fees on or before the 
due dates positively . 

The rules now in force as regard to the realisation of examination fee 
from Scheduled Castes. Scheduled Tribes and educationlly Backward Classes 
may be followed . The Principals of Polytechnics sh vuld get the amount 
reimbursed from the Harijan Welfare Department and remit the amount 
into the Treasury under the head of account “ 077 B (a ) I Examination 
fees " and forward the chalan receipt to this office. 

The form of application for private candidate is annexed to this 
notifiction . Candidates may use typed or hand written forms on half 
foolscap size paper. The applications should be countersigned by the 
Principals or the he.d of Institution in which the candidate had completed 
to the course " PRIVATE CANDIDATES NEED NOT FORWARD 
THEIR APPLICATIONS DIRECT TO THIS OFFICE ” . They are to 
forward their applications with the original chalan receipt so as to reach the 
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Principals of the Institutions where they had undergone the course before 
the dates specified above. Principals may, collect such applications and 
prepare a l st in the prescribed form and forward the same to this office with 
the applications received from the candidates along with the nominal list 
and chalan receipt etc., of the regular candidates. 

The Principals of the Polytechnics will scrutinise the application and 
see the entries made therein by the candidates are correct and agree with 
the records of the Institutions. 

CHANGE OF CENTRE FOR THE EXAMINATION 
Change of centre will not be allowed to any candidate . They should 
take the examination through the centre from where they had completed 
the prescribed course of studies. 

PRACTICAL EXAMINATION 
Candidates will not be permitted to take their practical test in any 
Polytechnic other than the Institution in which they had undergone the 
course . 

Candidates should contact the Principal/Chief Superintendent of the 
centre in advance and ascertain from the Principal, the date fixed for the 
Practical. If any candidate fails to contact the Principal in time and 
ascertain the date fixed for practical this office will not take up the responsi 
bility in he matter. Candidates will not be allowed to do the practical in 
Polytechnics other than the one in which they have studied . 

The Principal may fix the date of each practic :l after consulting the 
Internal and External Examiners . Much publicity may be given for infir 
mation of the candidate as regard to the date fixed for practical, 

Candidates who have failed only in practical test and who now appear 
for practicals should apply for admission to the test the prescribed form . 

Candidates appearing for the practical test should produce their 
admission tickets to the examiner for identification . 

CANCELLATION OF CANDIDATURE FOR THE EXAMINATION 
If a candidate desires to cancel his candidature for the examination 
he/she should forward an application duly recommended by the Principal 
ofthe Polytechnic, to the Secretary to the Commissioner for Government 
Examinations before the actual commencement of the examination . 

If any 
ca didate has appeared in any of the papers for the examination his cardi 
dature for the examination will not be cancelled . 

ISSUE OF MARK LIST 
Mark list will be issued to the candidates appearing for the examination 
through the Principals of the examination centres. 

The Principals of the Polytechnics may collect Rs. 5 . (fee for mark list ) 
each from the candidate and remit the amount in the treasury under the 
head of account " 077 B ( a ) 2 other fees" in separate chalan in the name of 
the Principal and forward the original chalan receipt to this office with the 

G. 165 /J 
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list of candidates on whose behalf the amount has been remitted . Principals 
need send the chalan receipt and the list of candidate to this , office only 
after the publication of the result. The list should be prepared in the order 
ofregister numbers assigned to the candidates. Separate lists are required 
for different examination and different branches. Requests from the 
candidates for mark list from this office direct will be considered only after 
one month from the date of publication of the results. 
RULES FOR THE RE APPEARANCE OF THE EXAMINATION FOR 

BETTERMENT OF RESULT 
" A candidate who passes the examination ( Final year Diploma Exami 
nation in Engineering and Technology) will be given the option to appear 
again for the same Diploma Examination in Engineering and Technology 
as a full course candidate for betterment of result . But no candidate shall 
be permitted for such re-appearance for the betterment of result more than 
once." Such candidate need not surrender their Diploma already issueu . 
If any candidate submit application to appear for the examination as per 
the above rules a declaration of the candidate as mentioned below , duly 
countersigned by the Head of Institution may also have to be produced . 

DECLARATION 
I have passed the Diploma Examination in Engineering held in ... 

.19 with Reg. No ....... 

through the centre 
The total marks obtained for the examination is .. 
out of 

I have not appeared for the examination before for 
betterment of results (Vide G. O. Rt. 119 /72 /S . Edn . dated 19-1-1972). 


. 


Name & Signature of the Candidate 
Station : 
Date : 

The statement furnished by the candidate is correct and he is eligible 
to sit for the examination as per G. O. Rt. 119/72 /S . Edn . dated 19-1-1972 

Name & Signature of Principal. 
Station : 
Date : 

Admission tickets for the candidates will be issued by the Chief 
Superintendent of the Centre concerned atleast five days before the com 
mencement of the examination. 

A detailed time table for the written examination will be 
published to the Gazette in due course . 

PREPARATION OF A & B LIST 
1. Separate A and B list may be prepared in case of candidate 
appearing for the 1st, 2nd and Final Year Diploma Examination in Engi 
neering / Technology for each branch under the new and old rules. Separate 
forms will be supplied from this office for the new , and old rules. 
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2 Separate forms may be used in case of candidates appearing for the 
examinations simultaneously . At the top of the forms it may be noted in 
Red ink as " Can idates appearing for the 1st and 2nd Yeir Examination 
simultaneously " or " Candidates appearing for the II & Final Year Exami 
nations simultaneously as the case may be" . 

3. The previousregister number of the candidates should be noted in 
the A and B list . 

4. The register number and year of the candidates in which they have 
passed the 1st and 2nd year Examination should be noted in the appropriate 
columns ofthe list . The Principal may verify the mark list issued to the 
candidates if necessary. 

5 . The B list of institutional candidates should also be prepared by the 
institution and the same should be signed by the Principal under the seal of 
his institution . The last date for the receipt of applications and nominal list 
in this officemay be strictly adhered to . 

The heads of institutions are requested to go through the Rules 
& Instructions contained in the notification for their guidance . 
Office of the Commissioner for 

O. A. MATHEW , 
Government Examinations, 

Secretary to the Commissioner for 
Trivandrum - 14 . 

Government Examinations. 


Annexure 


APPLICATION FOR ADMISSION TO THE DIPLOMA EXAMINATION IN 
ENGINEERING TECHNOLOGY /WOMENS POLYTECHNIC EXAMINATION ETC. 

DECEMBER - 1974 
1 . Name of the centre of Examination 
2 . Whether it is for the Ist, 2nd or 
final year examination 

· 1st/2nd/ final Old /New rules 
3. Branch of Examination (i.e. Civil 

Mechanical etc.) 
4. Name of candidate (in block letters 

as in the S. S. L. C.) 
5. Address in full 
6 . Male or female 
7. Religion 

Community if backward 
8 . Date of birth 
9. Whether theapplicant is to appear 

for the whole examination 
10. Register Number and year of 

previous appearance in case of 
full course candidate 
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11. If the applicant is to appear for 

groups subjects furnish the 
Register Number & year in which 
he/she has passed the other 
groups/subjects 

Reg . No. Year 
12. Whether the candidate has passed 

the 1st year examination . If 

passed Reg. No. & year of passing 
13. Whether the candidate has passed 

the 2nd year examination , if 

passed Reg. No. & year of passing 
14. Whether the candidate is appearing 

for the examination under full 
course for the betterment of 
result. If so whether the declara 
tion of the candidate is enclosed 

with the application 
15. Amount of fee remitted chalan No. 

and date and name of treasury. 
Station : 
Date : 

Signature of Candidate . 

Certificate 
“ Certified that the entries in the application made by the candidate 
have been carefully verified and found correct with this office ecords . " 
Station : 
Date : 

Name & Signature of Principal 


(Seal of Polytechnic) 
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PART III 

NOTIFICATION 
No. Ex. E7-25052 /74 . 

23rd September 1974 . 
DIPLOMA EXAMINATION IN KATHAKALI CHENDA - NOVEMBER 1974 

It is hereby notified that the Diploma Examination in Kathakali Chenda 
for the trainees of R.L.V. Academy of Music and Fine Arts , Trippunithura 
will be conducted during November 1974 as per the time- table given in this 
notification . Candidates who have already undergone the prescribed course 
of study according to G.O.(Rt.)865 /72 /Edn . dated 23-5-1972 are eligible to 
appear for this examination. The subjects for the examinations are as 
follows: 

(i) Group A (Theory) 

( ii) Group B ( Practical) 
The Examination fee prescribed for the Diploma Examination in 
Kathakali Chenda is Rs. 12 per candidate. 

The last date for the remittance of examination fees without fine is 
14-10-1974 and that with a fine ofRe. 1 is 21-10-1974. The Principal, 
R. L. V. Academy of Music and Fine Arts, Trippunithura will collect the 
examination fees from the trainees and remit the same into a Government 
Treasury under the Head of Account “ 077 Edn . B (a ) (i)" on or before 
the dates prescribed and the original chalan receipt forwarded along with 
the presentation list. The chalan receipt, presentation list, the admission 
ticket and identification certificates with photographs of the applicants in 
the form appended etc., should reach this office on or before 5 p . m . on 
28-10-1974 , 

The presentation list prepared in a foolscap paper should contain the 
following particulars:-- 

1. Serial No. 
2. Register No. (to be filled in by this office) : 
3. Name of candidate : 
4. Address of the candidate with guardian s name: 
5. Community : 
6. Date of Birth : 
7. Subject: 

(a ) Theory (b ) Practical 
8. Remarks, if any : 


G. 166 /J. 
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At the bottom of the list the following certificate should be furnished 
duly signed by the Principal: 

“ Certified that the candidates have the prescribed minimum 
qualification and that they have completed the course of study as per rules" . 

(Signature of Principal). 
Candidates belonging to Scheduled Castes, Scheduled Tribes and other 
eligible communities including Kudumbies and X ian converts from among 
them are eligible for exemption from payment of cxamination fees as per 
existing rules. Candidates belonging to Other Backwa d Communities are 
not eligible for exemption from jayment of examination fees. 

TIME- TABLE 

Group A 
Monday 10 a.m. to 1 p.m. 

Thcory 
11-11-1974 

Group B 
Tuesday 10 a.m. onwards 

Practical 
12-11-1974 
For practical each candidate should be examined in 2 hours. 


GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS 


Candidates are expected to take their seats in the Examination Hall at 
least five minutes before the time fixed for the commencement of the exami 
nation . No candidate will be allowed to quit the examination hall on any 
day until the expiry of half an hour from the time fixed for the commence 
me..t of the examination , and candidates arriving after the expiry of that 
half an hour will not be admitted . 

Strict silence should be maintained in the examination hall. 

No candidate will on any account be allowed to take into the Exami 
nation Hall slates, books or portions of a book , ruled sheets, manuscripts or 
papers of any kind . Any candidate detected violating this Rule or detected 
speaking to or any way communicating with any other person outside the 
examination hall or having recourse to any unfair practice will be sent out 
of the hall forthwith and his conduct reported to the Commissioner for 
disciplinary action . 

Candidates are forbidden from noting down the answer to any question 
on the question paper itself and they will not be alowed to take any papers 
except their question papers out of the Examination hall. 

Candidates are forbidden from tearing up paper , or throwing ink or 
papers on the floor . All spoilt copies etc. should be left on the writing desk 
in the Examination hall. 
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Candidates will have to write their answers on both sides of the paper 
supplied to them and they will receive the necessary instructions on this 
point in the Examination hall from the Chief Superintendent of the 
Examination . 

No candidate will be allowed to exceed the time assigned to each pape 
No separate hall tickets will be issued for the Practical Examination . 

As soon as the candidates have furnished their answers and wish to give 
their answer papers or when the time fixed for each particular part of the 
examination is over , the candidates should rise from their seats and remain 
standing until one of the Superintendents has received the answer papers. 
Any candidate wishing to communicate to the Superintendent will pursue 
the same course but will on no account leave his seat. 

The answer paper of the theory examination should be stitched or 
pinned together at the upper left hand corner and thesame folded into two 
length-wise (no cross-wise into four). The Register Number of examination 
should be written out clearly by the candidate on the top right h nd side of 
the first page of the answer paper as well ason the top of the paper after it is 
folded . 
N.B.- 1 . Candidates are strictly forbidden from writing their names on the 

answer papers. 
2. Candidates should distinctly understand that any answer paper 

sent up without candidate s Register Number will not be valued . 
All candidates appearing for the examination according to this notifica 
tion will be deemed to have given an undertaking that they will abide by all 
the rules now in force or those to be brought into effect hereafter in respect 
of the examination . 

No information can be furnished in regard to the results of a candidate 
in any subject or in regard to the particular section or subdivision in which 
he/she may have failed . The names of successful candidates in each subject 
as published in the Gazette is complete and final. No revaluation of answer 
paper is permissible . 

A record of general conduct of the examination should be maintained 
by the Chief Superintendent and a copy thereof forwarded to this office . 

0. A. MATHEW , 
Office of the Commissioner 

Secretary to the Commissioner for 
for Government Examinations, 

Government Examinations, 
Trivandrum - 14 . 


IDENTIFICATION CERTIFICATE 
Diploma Examination in Kathakali Chenda - November 1974 
(Principal of the R.L.V. Academy of Music and Fine Arts, 

Trippunithura is authorised to sign this Certificate) 
Name of Candidate ( in block letters) : 
Date of birth : 
Full address : 


Identifying Officer s name, 
designation and station 
(No rubber stamp should be 
affixed on the Photograph ) 


PHOTO 


Signature of the Candidate (to be 
signed in the presence of 
identifying officer ) 


Signature of the Identifying 
Officer (to be signed on the 
photograph ) 


ADMISSION TICKET 
Diploma Examination in Kathakali Chenda --November 1974 
Place of Examination : R.L.V. Academy of Music and Fine Arts , 

Trippunithura . 
Name of Candidate: 
Subject : 

A. Theory 
B. Practical 


Signature of the Identifying Officer 
(To be signed on the Photograph 
but no rubber stamp should be 
affixed on the Photograph ) 


PHOTO 


Name and designation 


Signature of the Candidate (to be 
signed in the presence of the 

Identifying Officer ) 


Register Number 
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NOTICE 
No. C4-73845 /74 . 

27th Sepwmber 1974 . 
Whereas I am satisfied that the public place mentioned 11 Schedule I 
below is required in connection with the launching of the equatorial sounding 
rockets from the launching station at Pallithura in the Attipra Village 
of Trivandrum Taluk by the Space Research Division of the Department 
of Atomic Energy to the Government of India; 

I, V. N. Rajan , Inspector-General of Police in exercise of the 
powers conferred upon me under section 24 of the Kerala Police Act, 1960 
(Act V of 1961) hereby reserve temporarily the danger zones mentioned 
in schedule II and prohibit persons from entering the arm so reserved save 
under conditions is may be prescribed by me. 


Schedule I 

PLACE OF LAUNCHING 
The rucket will be fired from the launcher on a pad at Pallithura near 
Trivandrum on the west coast of India . 


FIRING SCHEDULE 


Pay load 


Date 


Rocket 
type 


Danger time 

(1. S.T.) 
1500–1700 hrs. 

(Both days) 


Menaka - II 


Met 


2-10-1974 and 
3-10-1974 


LAUNCHER CO- ORDINATES 
Latitude 

go 32 34 " N 
Longitude 

76 ° 51 32" E 


FIRING DIRECTION 


Menaka- II 


235 ° 


82° 


Azimuth (Effective) 

Elevation (Effective) 
G 1653( A ) 


2 


Schedule 11 


DANGER ZONES 


azimuth 


1. A sector of radius 5 NM from launcher between 
angie: 1909 and 300 ° 


2. A Sector of radij 15 NM and 50 NM from launcher between 
asimuth angles 220 ° and 260° 

All types of Aircraft, Shipping Boats, etc., especially Fishing Boats of 
all description are warned to keep clear the Danger Zones mentioned above . 


Office of the Inspector -General 
of Police, Kerala State , 

Trivandrum -10, 


V. N. RAJAN, 
Inspector -General of Police. 
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University of Calicut 

NOTIFICATION 
No. Ex. I- II-3 /19381/74 . 

24th August 1974 . 
1. The various examinations referred to in the list attach d to this 
notification will be conducted by the University of Calicut in November/ 
December 1974. The centres at which the examinations will be held , the 
last date for registration of candidates , receipt of Attendance and Progress 
Certificates, date of commencement of examinations etc. are noted in the 
lists attached herewith . 

2 . The University have 3 authorised agents namely (1) M /s Vidyar 
thi Mithram Book Depot, Hospital Road , Calicut, (2) M /s Menon Stores , 
Chittur , Palghat and (3 ) M /s Book Centre , West Nada, Guruvayur for the 
distribution of examination application forms at their branches. Application 
forms will be available from them directly on payment of cash (i, e. paise 25 
per form ) or by sending the amount by M. o . When the amount is 
remitted by M. O. the purpose of remittance should be clearly stated in 
the M. o . Coupon and an application should be made to them along with 
the M. O. receipt and a self addressed and sufficiently stamped envelope. 
Requests which do not contain the self addressed sufficiently stamped 
envelope will not be considered by them . Remittances made by chalan will 
not be accepted by them . 

3. The Principals of affiliated Colleges and Heads of University 
Departments are given the option to purchase the required number of appli 
cation forms either from the University or from the authorised agents. The 
requestmade to the University will be complied with , only if it is accom . 
panied by a chalan for the amount remitted in the Treasury under Calicut 
University Fund Account. M. o . or cash will not be accepted by the 
University . 

4. Proper care should be taken in filling up the application forms. 
All details called for therein should be furnished . Applications received 
after the last date prescribed for it with fine and deffective applications will 
be summarily rejected . 

5. Candidates who are appearing for the first time should forward 
their applicationsonly through the Principalof the College they attended last . 
It may be noted that all candidates (both private as well as those presented 
from colleges) applying for the University Examinations must forward along 
with their applications 2 copies of their recently taken passport size photo 
graph pasted on to the form prescribed for it. 

6. Each application must be accompanied by a Chalan receipt for the 
full prescribed fee remitted under Calicut University Fund in any Govt. 
Treasury in this State . Remittances made by Money Order will not be 
accepted . Candidates res ding outside Kerala State are permitted to remit 
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the money through Bank Drafts drawn in favour of Registrar, University of 
Calicut and payable at the State Bank of India , Calicut. Fee once remitted 
shall under no circumstances be refunded or held over for subsequent exami 
nations. The Principals should remit the fee for each item in separate 
chalans. 

7 . Candidates appearing for the first time for the Oriental Title 
Examinations notified herein should forward their qualifying certificates in 
original and certificates to prove their date of birth and correct name along 
with their applications. They should also get themselves registered as 
matriculates by applying in the prescribed form which should accompany 
the application . Matriculation fee of Rs. 10 each should also be remitted 
along with the eximination fees. Fresh regis ration will not be permitted 
for the Vi lwan Preliminary examinations in Malayalam /Hindi/Sanskrit / 
(old Scheme) Kannada / Tamil from October/November 1974 . 

8. Candidates belonging to Scheduled Castes, Scheduled Tribes and 
Christian Converts from them , Kudumbi etc. who are eligible for exemption 
from payment of exa nination fee for their second appearance should 
forward their applications through the Principals of the colleges from where 
they were psesented for the first time, and the Principal will claica the exa 
mination fees of such candidates from the Harijan Welfare Department and 
reimburse it to the University before the date of commencement of 
examinations. Applications received direct from such candidates without 
the examination fee will not be entertained by the University . 

9. Candidates belonging to Scheduled Castes, Scheduled Tribes, 
o her Backward Classes and Christian Converts from them who intend to 
apply for the Oriental Title Examination notified herein should forward 
along with their application the copy of the proceedings of the District 
Welfare Officer granting exemption from paymen of examination fee as 
required in G. O.MS. No. 754 dated 7-9-1969 of Revenue (1) Department. 

10 . Candidates appearing for the Pre-Degree, B.A., B.Sc., B.Com . 
and B.Ed. cxaminations should remit along with their examination fees the 
additional fee required towards issue of the marklists . The fee for marklist 
may be remitted by other candidates also if they desire to get the marklist 
soon after publicaticn of the results. 

11. The detailed time table for the examinations will be notified in 
the University Office as well as at the centres of examination later. 

12. The last dates notified in the list attached for receipt of 
applications are the dates for receipt of applications with receipted 
chalans for examination fees in the University Office and not the 
dates for remittance of examination fees . Applications received after 
the last date will not be accepted and the fee remitted by such candidates 
will not be refunded . 


. 


The examination fee for each paper under Section I of Part I theory of 
B.Ed. degree examination is Rs. 10 . 


Names of Examinations to be held by the University of Calicut in November December 1974 


Last date for receipt of applications 

in the University Office 


Name of examination 


si. 
No. 


Symbol Without 

fine 


With a 
fine of 
Re. 1 


With a 
fine of 
Re. 1 


Last date for Date of 

receipt of commence 
attendance and ment of 

progress exam . 
certificate 


per day 


( 3 ) 


( 4 ) 


(5) 


(7 ) 


(8 ) 


A 


( 1) 

(2 ) 
1. Pre - Degree Examination 
2 . Second Year B. A. Exami 

ation 
3. Second Year B.Sc. Exami 

nation 


11-9-1974 
3-10-1974 


16-9-1974 1-10-1974 
8-10-1974 23-10-1974 


28-10-1974 
12-11-1974 


12-11-1974 
13-12-1974 


B 


с 


do. 


do . 


do. 


do. 


do . 


PART III 


(a ) Subsidiary Examinations 


3-10-1974 
3-10-1974 


8-10-1974 
8-10-1974 

do 


23-10-1974 
23-10-1974 

do. 


12-11-1974 
12-11-1974 

do . 


27-11-1974 
27-11-1974 
13-12-1974 


D 


do . 


3-10-197 + 


8-10-1974 


23-10-1974 


12-11-1974 


27-11-1974 


4. Second Year B. Com . Exa 

mination 
( a ) Part III section A Ex 

mination 
(b ) Part I & II Examinations 
5. Final Year B. A. Exami 

nation 


3-10-1974 
11-9-197 + 


8-10-1974 
16-9-1974 


23-10-1974 
1-10-1974 


12-11-1974 
28-10-1974 


16-12-1974 
12-11-1974 


E 


(5 ) 


(6 ) 


(7 ) 


(8 ) 


11-9-1974 
11-9-1974 


16-9-1974 
16-9-1974 


1-10-1974 
1-10-1974 


28-10-1974 
28-10-1974 


12-11-1974 
12-11-1974 


19-9-1974 
19-9-1974 
18-9-1974 
11-9-1974 


24-9-1974 
24-9-1974 
23-9-1974 
16-9-1974 


9-10-1974 
9-10-1974 
8-10-1974 
1-10-1974 


12-11-1974 27-11-1974 
12-11-1974 27-11-1974 
12-11-1974 26-11-1974 
28-10-1974 12-11-1974 


9-10-1974 


14-10-1974 


29-10-1974 


25-11-1974 


10-12-1974 


28-10-1974 


11-9-1974 
9-10-1974 


16-9-1974 
14 -10-1974 


1-10-1974 
29-10-1974 


12-11-1974 
10-12-1974 


( 2 ) 

( 3) 
6 . Final Year B. Sc. Examination F 
7 . Final Year B. Com . Exami G 

nation 
8 . M. Sc. Previous Examination н 
9 . M. Com . Previous Examination I 
10 . First Year L.L. B. Examination J 
11. Second Year L.L. B. Exami K 

nation 
12 . Final Year L.L , B. Exami L 

nation 
13. B. Ed. Degree Examination M 
14 . Afzal-Ul-Ulama Entrance N 

Examination 
15. Afzal-Ul-Ulama Preliminary O 

Examination 
16 . Afzal-Ul-Ulama Final Exa P 

mination 
17 . Vidwan Preliminary Exami Q 

nations in Malayalam ) 
Sanskrit/Hindi/ Tamil/ 
Kannada ( for failed candi 

dates only ) 
18 . Vidwan Final Exami 

R 
nations in Malayalam 
Sanskrit /Hindi/ Tamil/ 

Kannada 
19. Adibi Fazil Entrance /Preli S 

minary / Final Examinations 


73 


9 ) 


9 


99 
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List Showing the Names of Centres for the November 

December 1974 Examinations 


SL . 
No. 


Name of Centre 


Symbol 


(1) (2 ) 

( 3 ) 
CANNANORE DISTRICT 
1 Government College, Kasaragod A B C E F 
2 Nehru Arts & Science College , AB 

• Padnekad 
3 Sir Syed College, Taliparamba A B C D 
4 Payyannur College, Payyannur A B C 
5 P.R.N.S.S. College, Mattannur A B C D 
6 S. N. College, Cannanore 

ABCDEFGHNOPQR 

S 
7 Government Brennen College, A B C E F M 

Tellicherry 
8 Nirmalagiri College, Nirmalagiri A B C 

CALICUT DISTRICT 
9 Government College, Madappally A B C D 
10 St. Mary s College, S. Battery ABC 
11 * Providence Women s College , A B C 

Calicut 
12 ** St. Joseph s College , Calicut-8 ABCEFH 
13 Malabar Christian College, Calicut BC 
14 Government Law College, Calicut J K L M 
15 Government Arts & Science College, ABCEFNO PQRS 

Calicut- 18 
16 Guruvayurappan College, Calicut A B C D 
17 Farook College, Feroke 

ABCDEFGHIMNOP 

Q R S 

MALAPPURAM DISTRICT 
18 M.E.S. Mampad College, Mampad A B C D 
19 N.S.S. College , Manjeri 

A B C D E F G 
20 Sullamussalam Arabic College, N O P 

Areacode 
21 P.S.M.O. College, Tirurangadi ABCDNOPQRS 

PALGHAT DISTRICT 
22 M.E.S. Kalladi College, 

A B C D 
Mannarghat 
23 Government Sanskrit College, А в D 

Pattambi 
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(1 ) (2 ) 

( 3 ) 
24 N.S.S. College, Ottappalam ABCDEFGHIM 
25 Government Victoria College, ABCDEFGHINOP 
Palghat 

Q R S 
26 * Mercy College, Palghat 

А в с 
27 N.S.S. College, Nemmara 

A B C D 

TRICHUR DISTRICT 
28 ** St. Thomas College, Trichur ABCDEFG 
29 * Vimala College, Trichur . 

B C E F G 
30 * St. Mary s College, Trichur А 
31 Sree Kerala Varma College, Trichur AB C D HI 
32 Sree Krishna College, Guruvayoor A B C 
33 • Little Flower College, Guruvayur ABC 
34 * St. Joseph s College, Irinjalakuda A B C E F 
35 * Christ College, Irinjalakuda A B C D E F G 
36 S. N. College, Nattika 

A B C D 
37 Government College, Trichur A B M N O P Q R 

S 


. 


Note : 1. The centres marked * are intended for Women Candidates 

only . 
2 . The centres marked ** are intended for Men Candidates 

only . 


List of Centres for Practical Examinations November / 

December 1974 
1. Pre- Degree Examination : 

Government College, Kasaragod 
2 Sir Syed College , Taliparamba 
3 S. N. College, Cannanore 
4 St. Mary s College, S. Battery 
5 **St. Joseph s College , Devagiri, Calicut 
6 Government Arts & Science College, Calicut-18 
7 Farook College, Farook College , P. O. Calicut 
8 N. S. S. College, Manjeri 
9 Government Victoria College, Palghat 
10 N.S.S. College, Ottapalam 
11 S. K. V. College, Trichur 
12 ** St. Thomas College,Trichur 
13 St. Mary s College, Trichur 
14 Sree Krishna College, Guruvayur 
15 * St. Joseph s College, Irinjalakuda 
16 ** Chirst College, Irinjalakuda 
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1 


4 


II. Second B.Sc. Degree Examination : 

Government College, Kasaragod 
2 Sree Narayana College, Cannanore 
3 Sir Syed College , Taliparamba 

** St. Joseph s College, Deragiri Calicut- 8 
5 Malabar Christian College, Calicut 
6 Farook College, Farook College P. O. 
7 Government Victoria College, Palghat 
8 ** St. Thomas College , Trichur 
9 Sree Krishna College, Guruvayur 
III . Final Year B.Sc. Degree Examination : 

S. N. College, Cannanore 
2 ** St. Joseph s College, Devagiri, Calicut 
3 Farook College, Farook College P. O. 
4 Government Victoria College, Palghat 
5 ** St. Thomas College, Trichur 
6. St. Joseph s College, Irinjalakuda 


1 


* 


are intended for women candi 


Note : 1. The Centres marked 

dates only 
2. The Centres marked 

dates only . 


*** 


are intended for men candi 


University of Calicut, 

Calicut. 


K. VELAPPAN NAIR , 
Controller of Examinations . 
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GURUVAYUR TOWNSHIP COMMITTEE 

GURUVAYUR 

NOTIFICATION 
GT. 4-4182 /71 . 

10th sp: n :r 1974 . 
The following bye-la vi frmed by the Guuviy ır Towashi) Com nttre , 
Guruvayur under section 347 (24 ) of the Kerala Mun cipalities A : ate : 
observing the conditions laid down in section 350 of the Kerala Minici 
paliti:s Act, 1960 and app oved by th : Director of Municipalities in his 
Proc :ediasN.R Dis . 9303/72 dated 23-4-1975 ii published hic under as 
requ red under section 351 (2 ) of the aforesaid Act for th : info aation of 
the public. 

Bye-la vs for the rigılatio of the brilail burning grouils and och r 
places set apuet for :h : d - sp ); ıl of cop with the limits of the Guruvayur 
Township. 

Byrda us: --- Fram :d ud:c sec.ion 317 (25) a , b , c, d , c of th : Kirala 
Municipalities Act XIV o D61 regi ding th : pics set apart for baria ! 
an 1 bucainz of corpse and th : piro1 wth n wich , corpsez muit 
conveyed to a burial or burning ground and the mode of con eyance through 
public places. 

1 . Uales there.i; anythin , repugnant in the subject or the context 
otherwise requ res: 

(a ) " Grave " msing a bur al pit witnout any vilis of burni bioks 
or laterite stones, insid : dig underground wied forbuy ng corp :e . 

(b ) “ Cellar " means an undergrota1nudfo : buryin ; co pse 
other than that mentioned in cl. (a ) contract of b.cts or other hard 
material mixed with sand, cement or mortar . 

(c) " ExecutiveOfi :er" shi! man th Turuvayu. To vaship Exe 
cutive Officer . 

2. No person shall, exceptwith th : writte i sanction of the Eiscitive 
Officer, within the limits of the Guruvayur Towashiy, b:in o buryny 
corpse except in plices law ully registered a ; burial grounds or in the Public 
burial zouni mintziaed by th : Tu vas ni Committee . 

3. No person within the limits of the Cow iship, shall buey caus : to 
boburied any corpje o portion thereof or any coffin, so that the upper pirt 
of the corpse or theupper plank of th : c.in is no below 1.5 mirc in 
depth from the surface level. 

4. No pacson shall b iry more th :n ve 00:28 in one grave at le 
time. 
5 . 

No person shall dig a grave or cellar within onc metre of the brink 
of an existing grave. 

956 Eg./V . 
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6. No person shall, without the written permission of the Executive 
Officer or the written order of the Magistrate having Jurisdiction over the 
place, open a grave in which a co :pse is buried. 

7. All pits in which corpses of coffins are buried shall be properly filled 
up immediately after burial and tomb stones shall be fixed at either end of 
the grave for demarcation . 

8. No memorial pillars or tombs shall be contructed on the grave 
without the written permission of the Executive Oficer. A fee of Rs. 100 
per sq . matre shall be paid into the Township Committee office for such 
permission. The space for a cellar shall not exceed 2x1 metre . 

9. Except in the case of unclaimed corpses, a fee of Re. 1 shall be paid 
into the hands of th : ke -per of the burial grcund ind his receipt obtained for 
burial of a corpse. All necessary particulars shall be entered in the register 
kept for the purpose by the keeper. 

10. All necessary expenses fo :dgging grav : or barning corpse shall be 
met by the perso.1 who brings the corpse . 

11. Any person wh ) by a registered document acquires ownership , 
management or possession by heredity, transfer or otherwise, of any burial 
ground owned by a private individual, for burial, burning or otherwise dis 
pos ng of corpses, shall within one month of the acquisition of such right 
give written intimation of it to th : Executive Officer . 

12. The owner or persons in - charge of supervision ofthe places referred 
to above shall furnish to the Executive Oficer particulars regarding its 
minagement and supervision and the labourers appointed in the place as 
and when called for. 

13. The owner or personin- charge of supervision of the above place, 
shall keep the pl.ce t dy and neat to the satisfaction ofthe Executive Officer 
and shall wall or fence it up and shill in addition make such periodical 
charges .s deemed necessary if so required . 

കേരള മുനിസിപ്പാലിററീസ് ആക്റ ° 350 -ാം വകുപ്പിലെ വ്യവസ്ഥകൾ 
പാലിച്ച് 347 (24)-ാം വകുപ്പ് അനുസരിച്ച് ഗുരുവായൂർടൗൺഷിപ്പ് കമ്മിററി 
രൂപീകരിച്ചതും, മുനിസിപ്പാലിററീസ് ഡയറക്ടറുടെ 23-4-1974- ല R. Dis. 
9303 / 72 -ാം നമ്പർ ഉത്തരവു പ്രകാരം അംഗീകരിച്ചിട്ടുളളതുമാ യ താഴെ കാണുന്ന 
നിയമാവലി ആക്റ്, 351 (2) -ം വകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം പൊതുജനങ്ങളുടെഅറിവി 
ലേയ്ക്കായി ഇതിനാൽ പരസ്യപ്പെടുത്തിയിരിക്കുന്നു . 

ഗുരുവായൂർടൗൺഷിപ്പ് അതു ത്തിയിൽ ശവം മറവുചെയ്യുന്നതിനും ദഹി 
പ്പിക്കുന്നതിനുമുള്ള നിബന്ധനകൾ . 

ശവം മറവുചെയ്യുന്നതിനും ദഹിപ്പിക്കുന്നതിനുമുള്ള സ്ഥലങ്ങളും ശവം 
മറവുചെയ്യുകയോ ദഹിപ്പിക്കുകയോ ചെയ്യുന്നതിനുളള സ്ഥലത്തെയ്ക്ക 
കൊണ്ടുപോകേണ്ടുന്ന കാലവും പൊതു സ്ഥലങ്ങളിൽകൂടി ശവം കൊണ്ടു 
പോകേണ്ടുന്ന രീതിയും സംബന്ധിച്ച് 1960 - ലെ കേരള മുനിസിപ്പാലിററീസ് 
ആക്ററ് (1961 ലെ 14-ാമത് ആക്ററ്) 347 (24 ) a , b, c, d , e എന്നീ വകുപ്പു 
ക ൾ പ്രകാരമുളള നിബന ധനകൾ : 
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1. ഈ ഉപ നിയമങ്ങളിൽ വിഷയത്തിലോ സന്ദർഭത്തിലോ വിരുദ്ധ 
മായി യാതൊന്നും ഇല്ലാത്തപക്ഷം, 

( a ) f ശവക്കുഴി എന്നതിന് നിലത്തു കുഴിച്ച് ഉണ്ടാക്കിയതും 
ഇഷ്ടികകൊണ്ടോ കല്ലുകൊണ്ടോഉളള വല്ല ഉൾചു വരോ ഇല്ലാത്തതുമാ2 ഗവ . 
മറവുചെയ്യുന്നതിനുളള ഒരു കുഴിഎന്ന്അർത്ഥമാകുന്നു . 

( b ) ഒരു " നിലയറ എന്നതിന് മേൽപ്പറഞ്ഞ പ്രകാരം വ്യാഖ്യാനിച്ചി 
ട്ടുളള ശവക്കുഴിഎന്നു പറയാവുന്ന ശവക്കുഴികളൊഴികെ നല്ല ഇഷ്ടികയോ മാറ 
കടുപ്പമുളള സാധനമോ, മണൽ, സിമൻറ്, കുമ്മായം ഇവ ചേർത്ത് ഉണ്ടാക്കിയ 
ഉൾച്ചുവരുകളുളള ഭൂമിയുടെഅടിയിൽ ശവം മറവുചെയ്യുന്നതിനുളള സ്ഥല 
ങ്ങൾ എന്നർത്ഥമാകുന്നു . 

(c ) എക്സിക്യൂട്ടീവ് ഓഫീസർ എന്നതിന് ഗുരുവായൂർ ടൗൺഷിപ്പ് 
എക്സിക്യൂട്ടീവ് ഓഫീസർ എന്നർത്ഥമാകുന്നു . 

2. ടൗൺഷിപ്പ് അതത്തിക്കുളളിൽ യാതൊരാളും ശവം മറവുചെയ്യുന്ന 
തിന്നോദഹിപ്പിക്കുന്നതിനോ നിയമ പ്രകാരം രജിസ്ററർചെയ്ത സ്ഥലത്തോ 
ടൗൺഷിപ്പ്കമ്മിററി നേരിട്ട് നടത്തിവരുന്ന പൊതുശ്മശാനത്തിലോ അല്ലാതെ 
യാതൊരിടത്തുംയാതൊരാളും എക്സിക്യൂട്ടീവ് ഓഫീസറുടെ രേഖാമൂലമുളള 
അനുവാദംകൂടാതെ ശവം മറവുചെയ്കയോ ദഹിപ്പിക്കുകയോ മററു ( പകാര 
ത്തിൽ അടക്കംചെയ്കയോ ചെയ്തുകൂടാത്തതാകുന്നു . 

3. ടൗൺഷിപ്പ് അതത്തിക്കുളളിൽ യാതൊരാളും ശവപ്പെട്ടിയുടെ മേൽ 
തട്ടോ, ശവപ്പെട്ടി ഉപയോഗിക്കാതിരിക്കുമ്പോൾ ശവത്തിന്റെ മേൽഭാഗമോ നില 
നിരപ്പിൽനിന്ന് 1.5 മീറ്ററിൽ കുറഞ്ഞ ആഴത്തിൽ ആയിരിക്കത്തക്കവിധത്തിൽ 
വല്ല ശവമോ അതിന്റെ ഭാഗമോ ഒരു ശവക്കുഴിയിലോ നിലയറയിലോ മറേറാ 
മറവുചെയ്കയോ മറവുചെയ്യിക്കുകയോചെയ്തുകൂടാത്തതാകുന്നു . 

4. ഒരു ശവക്കുഴിയിൽ ഒരു സമയത്ത് ഒന്നിലധികം ശവം മറവു ചെയ്യ 
രുത്. 

5. ഒരു ശവക്കുഴിയുടെവക്കത്തുനിന്ന് ഒരു മീറ്റിന്യളളിൽ യാതൊരാളും 
മറെറാരു ശവക്കുഴി കെട്ടിയുണ്ടാക്കുകയോ, കുഴിച്ചുണ്ടാക്കുകയോ, ഉണ്ടാക്കി 
ക്കയോ, കുഴിപ്പിക്കുകയോ ചെയ്യുവാൻ പാടില്ലാത്തതാകുന്നു . 

6. യാതൊരാളും എക്സിക്യൂട്ടീവ് ഓഫീസറുടെ രേഖാമൂലമായ സമ്മ 
തമോ, മജിസ്ററട്ടിന്റെ രേഖാമൂലമായ കൽപ്പനയോ കൂടാതെ ശവം മറവു 
ചെയ്തിട്ടുളള ശവക്കുഴിയോ നിലയറയോതുറപ്പിച്ചുകൂടാത്തതാകുന്നു . 

7 . എല്ലാ ശവക്കുഴികളും കമമായിവരികളായി ഉണ്ടാക്കേണ്ടതും ശവക്കുഴി 
യിൽ ശവമോ ശവപ്പെട്ടിയോവെച്ചുകഴിഞ്ഞ ഉടനെ ഏതൊരു ശവക്കുഴിയും ശരി 
യായി നികത്തേണ്ടതും തലയ്ക്കലും കാൽക്കലും ഓരോകല്ല് വെച്ച് ശവക്കുഴി 
അടയാളപ്പെടുത്തേണ്ടതുമാകുന്നു . 

8. ടൗൺഷിപ്പ് കമ്മിററിവക ശ്മശാനസ്ഥലത്ത എക്സിക്യൂട്ടീവ് 
ഓഫീസറുടെ രേഖാമൂലമുളള അനുവാദം കൂടാതെ വല്ല സ്മാരകസൗതം മോ 
മറേറാ 6 കട്ടിക്കുകയോപണിയിക്കുകയോ ചെയ തുകൂടാത്തതാകുന്നു . ശവം 
മറവുചെയ്യുന്നതിനുളള സ്ഥലത്ത്എക്സിക്യൂട്ടീവ് ഓഫീസറുടെ രേഖാമൂല 
മുളള അനുവാദത്തോടുകൂടി സ്മാരകസ്തംഭമോ മറേറാ പണിചെയ്യകുന്ന 
തായാൽ ഒരു ച , മീറററിന് 100 ക . വീതം ഫീസ് ടൗൺഷിപ്പ് ഓഫീസിൽ 
അടക്കേണ്ടതാകുന്നു . എന്നാൽ ഒരു കല്ലറയ്ക്കുളള സ്ഥലം 2x1 ച . മീററിൽ 
കവിഞ്ഞിരിക്കരുത്. 
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9. ടൗൺഷിപ്പ് വക ശ്മശാനത്തിൽ അനാഥശവങ്ങൾ ഒഴികെ ഒരു ശവം 
മറവുചെയ്യുന്നതിന് ഒരു രൂപാ ടി ശ്മശാനം സൂക്ഷിപ്പുകാരനെ ഏൽപ്പിച്ച് 
രസീത് വാങ്ങിക്കൊളേളണ്ടതും ശ്മശാനം സൂക്ഷിപ്പുകാരന്റെ കൈവശമുളള 
രജിസ്റററിൽ ആവശ്യപ്പെടുന്ന വിവരങ്ങൾ രേഖപ്പെടുത്തേണ്ടതും ആകുന്നു . 

10. ശവക്കുഴി തോണ്ടുന്നതിനും ശവം ദഹിപ്പിക്കുന്നതിനും വേണ്ടിവരുന്ന 
ചിലവ് ശവംകൊണ്ടുവരുന്നആൾതന്നെ വഹിക്കേണ്ടതാകുന്നു . 

11 . സ്വകാര്യ ഉടമയിലുളള ശ്മശാനങ്ങൾ ശവം മറവുചെയ്യുന്നതിനോ, 
ദഹിപ്പിക്കുന്നതിനോ മറ്റു പ്രകാരത്തിൽ ശവസംസ്ക്കാരം ചെയ്യുന്നതിനോ 
ആയിവല്ല സ്ഥലവും രജിസ്ററർ ചെയ്തതിനുശേഷം പാരമ്പര്യം വഴി ക്കോ , 

കൈമാററം ചെയ്തോ, മററു വല്ല വഴിക്കോ അതിന്റെ ഉടമാവകാശമോ മേലനേ 
ഷണമോ സിദ്ധിക്കുന്ന വല്ല ആളും അങ്ങിനെ സിദ്ധിച്ചതു മുതൽ ഒരു മാസ 
ിന്നുളളിൽ ആ വിവരം എഴുത്തുമൂലമായി എക്സിക്യൂട്ടീവ് ഓഫീസറെ 
അറിയിക്കേണ്ടതാകുന്നു . 
12. ആ വക സ്ഥലത്തിന്റെ 

"ഉടമാവകാശമോ, മേലന്വേഷണമോ ഉളള 
ഏതൊരാളും അവിടെ പണിക്കു നിറുത്തിയിരിക്കുന്നആളുകളേയും അവിടുത്തെ 
ഭരണസമ്പദായത്തേയും അതിന്റെ മേലന്വേഷ ണം സംബന്ധിച്ചുള്ള എല്ലാ 
കാര്യങ്ങളേയുംപററി എല്ലാ വിവരങ്ങളും എക്സിക്യൂട്ടീവ് ഓഫീസർ ആവശ്യ 
പ്പെടുമ്പോൾ കൊടുക്കേണ്ടതാകുന്നു . 

13 . ആ വക സ്ഥലത്തിന്റെ ഏതൊരു ഉടമസ്ഥനോഅതിന്റെ മേലന്വ 
ഷണമുള്ളഏതൊരാളോ ആ സ്ഥലം എക്സിക്യൂട്ടീവ് ഓഫീസർക്ക് തൃപ്തി 
യാംവണ്ണംവൃത്തിയായി ം വെടിപ്പായും വെക്കുകയും എക്സിക്യൂട്ടീവ് ഓഫീ 
സർ ആവശ്യപ്പെടുന്നതായാൽ അതിനുചുറ്റും ഒരു മതിലോ, വേലിയോ കെട്ടി 
ക്കുകയും അപ്പപ്പോൾ വേണ്ടുന്നതായ പരിഷ്ക്കാരങ്ങൾ വരുത്തുകയും വേണം. 


ടൗൺപീപ്പ് കമ്മിറ്റി ഓഫീസ്, 

ഗുരുവായൂർ. 


ആർ. ഗോപിനാഥൻ നായർ , 
എക്സിക്യൂട്ടീവ് ഓഫീസർ, 
(ഗുരുവായൂർടൗൺഷിപ്പ് കമ്മിററിക്കു 

വേണ്ടി) 


Kerala Gazette No. 40 dated 1st October 1974 . 
PART IV 


UNIVERSITY OF COCHIN 

NOTIFICATION 
No. Ac. B3 673. 

Dated, 12th September 1974 
In exercise of the powers conferred by the Provisions in the 
Cochin University Act, 1971, the Academic Council, has made the 
Regulations given as appendix regarding admission to Research 
degrees. These Regulations shall come into force with effect from 
10-4-1974 , the date of its approval by the Academic Council in 
supersession of the Ordinance regulating the admission of research 
students in the Institutions maintained by the University . 


Cochin Palace P. O., 

(Sd.) 
Tripunithura . 

Registrar. 
REGULATIONS REGARDING ADMISSION TO RESEARCH 

DEGREES IN THE COCHIN UNIVERSITY 
1. Application for Research : 

(i) (a ) A candidate shall be required to register himself as 
a research student and as a candidate for the degree of Doctor of 
Philosophy before the commencement of his course of research . 

(b ) A candidate to be eligible for registration for Ph. D. 
shall be the holder of a Masters degree in second class with atleast 
50 % of marks in the subject or allied subject concerned or an equiva 
lent qualification recognised by the University . 

( ii ) Application for registration as a research student and 
as a candidate for Ph . D. degree shall be sent to the Registrar in 
the prescribed form on or before the date notified and shall be accom 
panied by : 

(a ) a diploma or certificate showing the academic quali 
fication of the applicant and such other evidence of attainment as 
will show his fitness to pursue the proposed course of research ; 

(b ) the written consent of a supervising teacher recognised 
by the University agreeing to supervise the work of the applicant ; 

( c) the application for registration shall be accompanied 
by a brief statement of the proposed research work . 

(d ) a registration fee of Rs. 30 for Ph . D. and Rs. 25 for 
M. Sc ., M. Litt. 
G. 69/MC. 
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(ül) Application for research should be submitted through the 
supervising teacher and Head of the Department. It is essential 
that the supervising teacher should be a guide recognised by the 
University and the Laboratory Library where the candidate proposes 
to work also be recognised as such . Ordinarily a candidate for 
Ph . D. shall be required to reside within the territorial jurisdiction 
of the University . However a person proposing to do part-time 
research and residing within such distance as the supervising teacher 
may consider to permit effective supervision of his research may 
also register as a candidate for part-time research . 

( iv ) Every candidate for admission to research shall be pre 
pared for a test in the Department by the Supervising teacher regard 
ing his aptitude and suitability before his application is recommended 
to the University . 

(v ) The applications for research in each faculty will be 
scrutinised by a Committee consisting of the Dean of the Faculty, 
Heads of the University Departments, and the supervising teachers. 
The final acceptance of the applications shall be considered and dis 
posed off by the Syndicate and if approved the applicant shall be 
registered as a candidate for the degree. 


2. Supervising Teacher : 

(i) Any Teacher not below the rank of Lecturer|Research 
Officer of the University or the Institutions recognised by the Univer 
sity who possess a doctorate degree in the subject or allied subject 
and has experience of atleast five years of teaching Post Graduate 
classes or doing research , may be recognised as supervising Teacher 
of the University . 

However the Syndicate may waive the condition regarding 
doctorate degree in the case of persons who have carried out research 
work of a high standard as evidenced by publications. 

( ii) Not more than six students ( two part-time students will 
be considered as equivalent to one full-time student) will be permitted 
to work under a supervising teacher . In special cases the Vice 
Chancellor may permit more students to be guided by a teacher . 


3. Doctoral Committee : 

Every candidate full- time|Part- time who is registered and is 
working for a Doctorate degree shall be examined by a Doctoral 
Committee after six months from the date of registration but not 
later than one year . The Committee shall consist of : - 

(i) The Head of the University Department (Chairman ) or 
in his absence the Chairman of the Post Graduate Board of studies . 


ng 
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( 11 ) The supervising teacher of the candidate , and 

(lii ) One expert in the subject nominated by the Vice Chan 
cellor out of a panel of 3 names suggested by the supervising Teacher. 
The Doctoral Committee will interview the candidate, if the candi. 
date is considered to be competant enough to pursue his research 
work, he will be allowed to proceed further . If the Committee 
feels that the progress is not satisfactory , the candidate may be 
permitted to appear before it once again within a period of six 
months. If it feels that the progress is still not satisfactory , his 
registration will be cancelled. 


4. Term Fees : 

Full-time Part- time candidates for Ph . D. degree working in 
the University Departments shall pay the term fees including labora 
tory library fee prescribed by the University as long as they con 
tinue to be on the rolls of the department. Full -time Part-time 
candidates working in the institutions other than University depart 
ments shall pay a sum of Rs. 10 per term as term fee to the Univer 
sity . They will be governed by the general fee rules. All candidates 
shall pay the prescribed fees irrespective of the fact that they are 
employees of the University . 
5. Completion of terms : 

Candidates for the Ph . D. degree full-time and part- time shall 
be declared to have completed their term of attendance according 
to the following terms. The minimum period shall normally be 
three years, except for those who possess M. Sc. by research or 
M. Litt. in whose case the minimum period shall be two years. In 
case a candidate requires more time he may be given extension of 
time to finish his work but continuance of scholarship to the extended 
period shall be limited to one year . However if a full- time part-time 
candidate has finished the research work and does not require 
library \laboratory facilities for completion of his thesis he may be 
exempted from paying the fees on the recommendation of the 
supervising teacher . He shall pay the term fee of Rs. 10 till the 
date of submission of his thesis . After the completion of four years 
the registration of the candidate may be maintained if required for 
one more year for full-time candidate ( Total 5 years ) and two more 
years for part- time candidates (Total 6 years ) after which the 
registration shall be cancelled . 
6. Qualifying Examination : 

Before the submission of thesis every candidate for Ph . D. degree 
shall have passed the prescribed examination which shall consist 
of two written papers and a Viva -voce test. (Preparation of syllabus 
will be as in the Statute ) . 
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7. Submission of Thesis : 

(i) After the prescribed minimum period after registration , 
the candidate shall submit to the Registrar, together with the pres 
cribed fee , four copies of the thesis, printed on typed embodying 
the results of his research . The thesis shall contain a statement 
giving details of the extent to which he has availed himself of the 
work of others and the portions of the thesis which he claims as 
original. 

( ii) The thesis shall be accompanied by a declaration signed 
by the candidate that it has not previously formed the basis for 
the award of any degree, diploma, associateship, fellowship or other 
similar title or recognition . 

( iii) The thesis shall contain a certificate by the supervising 
teacher to the effect that it is a record of bonafide research carried 
out by the candidate under his guidance. 

( iv ) The abstract of the thesis may be submitted three months 
before the submission of the thesis . It should be accompanied by 
the application and necessary fees as prescribed by the University . 

( v ) In the Faculty of humanities the thesis shall be prepared 
in the language concerned and a gist of the thesis both in English 
and Malayalam shall also be submitted . In Sanskrit and other 
classical languages the thesis may be written in the language con 
cerned or in English or in Malayalam . 

( vi) In addition to the thesis, the candidate may submit as 
additional evidence of his research work any memoir or work publi 
shed by him , alone or jointly with others. 


8. Evaluation : 

(i) The thesis shall be valued by a Board of three examiners 
consisting of one internal and two external. The internal examiner 
shall be the supervising teacher and the external examiners shall 
be selected by the Syndicate from a panel of not less than 6 experts 
submitted for the purpose by the Head of the Department in consul 
tation with he supervising teacher. 

( ii) The candidate shall also be required to undergo an oral 
test on the subject by the Board of Examiners of the thesis. Two 
cxaminers will constitute the quorum if any one of the examiners 
other than the internal examiner is not available for the Viva -Voce 
on the date fixed for the same, the Vice - Chancellor may nominate 
one Examiner from the panal of experts . 

(iii ) The report of the Examiners shall be considered by the 
Syndicate. If the candidate is adjudged worthy to be awarded the 
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degree, a resolution to that effect shall be passed by the Syndicate 
and the candidate shall be admitted to the Degree under the pres 
cribed conditions. 

(iv ) If the thesis is not approved for the award of the Degree , 
the candidate may submit , after an interval of not less than six 
months, a new or rev sed thesis together with the same fce. The 
procedure prescribed above shall be followed in respect of this thesis 
also . 

(v ) A candidate shall not be allowed to submit his thesis on 
more than two occasions, provided, however, that it shall be con 
petent for the Syndicate, if the Board of examiners so recommend, 
to permit the candidate to submit his thesis on a third occasion . 

( vi) The thesis, whether approved or not. shall not be published 
without the sanction of the syndicate, and it may grant permission 
for the publication under such conditions as it may impose. 
9. Part- time candidates for Ph . D. Degree : 

(i) Teachers recognised by the University Research staff 
working in the recognised institutions who possess at least a second 
class Master degree with 50 % marks in the subject or allied subjects 
shall be eligible to apply as part- time candidates for research . 

(ii) A candidate for full- time research who satisfactorily com 
pletes at least one year of research and takes up a job there after 
outside the territorial jurisdiction of the University may be per 
mitted to complete that at his place of work where there shall be a . 
recognised supervising teacher who shall agree to supervise the 
candidate jointly with his former guide. The concurrence of the 
Head of the Institution where the candidate takes up the job is also 
necessary . He needs pay only the term fee of Rs. 10 . 
10. Degree of Doctor of Science (D.Sc.) Doctor of Letters (D. Litt) 

Doctor of Laws (LL.D.) : 

(i) ( a ) A candidate for the Degree of Doctor of Science 
( D. Sc.) Doctor of Letters (D.Litt.) Doctor of Laws (LL . D.) shall 
have taken the degree of Doctor of Philosophy of this University 
or its equivalent recognised by the University and shall have carried 
out Post-Doctoral research work for not less than three years. 

(b ) Notwithstanding the provisions under clause (a ) above 
the Academic Council on the recommendations of the Board of 
studies and Faculty concerned , may make suitable modifications in 
exceptional cases, depending up on the merit of each individual case. 

( ii ) A candidate shall not be required to register for the 
degree. 
G.69/MC. 
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(iii ) When the candidate proposes to submit an application 
for the award of the D. Sc.D. Litt . LL . D. it should be accom 
panied by the prescribed fee and four copies of his published 
Research work . 

(iv ) (a ) It shall consist of published papers, published mono 
graph or memoir and shall relate to the contribution the candidate 
has made to the advancement of Scientific knowledge. 

(b ) The application shall be accompanied by a declaration 
signed by the candidate that the work has been done by him inde 
pendently , and certificate to the effect that it has not been previously 
submitted for D. Sc.D. Litt.LL. D. Degree elsewhere. 

( c ) The candidate shall in a brief resume indicate in what 
manner and to what extent his investigations appear to him to 
contribute to the advancement of Scientific knowledge. 

( v ) The work shall be assessed by a Board of three external 
examiners appointed by the Syndicate from a panel of experts sub 
mitted for the purpose by the Dean of the Faculty . The degree 
shall be granted only if the Board unanimously recommends the 
award of the degree. 

(vi) A candidate shall not be permitted to apply for the degree 
more than twice . 
M.Sc. (by research ) -Faculty of Marine Sciences : 

Admission to M. Sc. (by research ) shall be restricted to degree 
holders who have secured at least 50 % of marks in the qualifying 
examinations in the optional subjects and who possess two years 
research experience in a recognised research institution in the subject 
concerned . They shall be permitted to work only in the parent 
institution . The rules regarding the registration , period of research 
and scheme of examination shall be as prescribed in this regulation 
with suitable modifications regarding the details wherever 
necessary . 


